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Abstract 
The Kindergarten Peer-Assisted Literacy Strategies (K-PALS) program is a 
supplemental, collaborative intervention designed to complement the current 
curriculum within schools (Mathes, Clancy-Menchetti, & Torgesen, 2001). The 
K-P ALS program has been cited as a "best practice" by the National Reading 
Panel (National Reading Panel, 2000). This study utilized a supplemental 
cooperative learning intervention with 48 Kindergarten students and answered the 
following questions: (1) Did students make gains in basic reading skills?; (2) Did 
the K-PALS ESL students make more gains than the Control group ESL students?; 
(3) Did the K-PALS non-ESL students make more gains than the Control group 
non-ESL students?; (4) Did the students in the K-PALS group show greater 
growth in LNF than in NWF? and (5) Will females in the K-PALS group show 
greater gains than males in the K-PALS condition? Findings from this study 
suggest that students showed growth across all skills. However, students in the K-
PALS condition did not evidence significantly stronger skills than the Control 
group students on the DIBELS measures. Numerous limitations are discussed and 
future directions are addressed in the body of this paper. 
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Introduction 
Statement of the Problem 
The numbers of children in the United States who do not speak English as 
their first language are increasing exponentially. Many of these students enter school 
with limited English language proficiency and with varying degrees ofEnglish literacy 
skills. English Language Learners come tl:om many linguistic and cultural backgrounds, 
although it should be noted that the largest, current subgroup is the Hispanic population. 
It is currently estimated that by the year 2020, the number of students who come from 
non-English speaking backgrounds will increase from 2 million to 6 million (Saenz, 
Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2005). According to Gottardo (2002), when compared with other ethnic 
groups, the Latino population has achievement levels that are lower than many others of 
these groups. Children whose first language is Spanish are more at-risk for have reading 
difficulties than are Caucasian students or students from other ethnic groups. 
Socioeconomic status, immigration issues, andlor parental educational levels, in 
conjunction with second language issues, exacerbate the likelihood of reading difficulties. 
Clearly, not all students who are learning English as a second language (ESL) are 
"inherently" at-risk for reading disabilities (Gottardo, 2002). 
Asian-Americans and Pacific Islanders represent another minority population that 
is quickly growing within the United States. Based upon current trends, the projected 
growth rate for this minority group is expected to double by the year 2020. According to 
the 2000 Census, 51% of these individuals reside in the West; 19% reside in the South, 
and 19% reside in the Northeast and the remaining popUlation tends to reside in the 
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Midwest regions of the United States. Asian-Americans and Pacific Islanders have a 
wide range of ethnicities (50) and a wide range of languages (100) which they represent. 
Despite growing numbers among this population, educators continue to lack adequate 
information to understand more fully the diverse needs of these students (Lee & 
Kumashiro, 2005). 
Another population often overlooked and misunderstood by educators is the 
American Indian and Alaskan Native group. Over 2.8 million people in the United 
States identified themselves as being American Indian/Alaskan Native. According to the 
2000 Census, 47% of the American Indian and Alaskan Native population live on 
reservations or specially designated indigenous areas. Federal law now protects the rights 
of these individuals to use and practice Native American languages, even in public 
schools. This law, known as the Native American Languages Act, was signed into law in 
1990. Three key areas have been identified as critical when working with American 
Indian and Alaskan Native students: (1) providing special training for teachers; (2) 
engaging families in the educational process and (3) recognizing the value of the Native 
language and culture. Because of growing gaps in achievement for American Indian and 
Alaskan Natives, there is a growing awareness among educators for developing culturally 
appropriate materials to meet the needs of this student population that will assist them in 
increasing their literacy skills (Trujillo & Alston, 2005). 
Although not all second language learners are Hispanic, over 75% ofEnglish 
Language Learners in American schools today are Spanish speakers (Saenz, Fuchs, & 
Fuchs, 2005). Latino second language learners continue to rise at high rates. Despite 
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these high numbers and the growing awareness that second language learners are and will 
continue to be a part of the American educational system, there continues to be a lack of 
research into how a second language impacts learning. Much of the current literature 
regarding English Language Learners (ELL) is centered on the debate between the 
preferred language of instlUction rather than on empirically supported instlUctional 
interventions for this population (Gerber & Durgunoglu, 2004). Current legislation, such 
as No Child Left Behind, emphasizes the fact that effective interventions based on 
empirically supported research should be used to ensure academic growth for all students, 
including English Language Learners (Linan-Thompson, Cirino, & Vaughn, 2007). 
As the linguistic diversity of the students in the United States continues to 
increase, educators must establish effective methods for working with ELL students. 
School Psychologists today are often faced with the challenge of determining if the 
difficulties that ELL students face with regard to reading skills are due to a language 
barrier or due to an inherent learning disability. FUlther, research indicates that Hispanic 
students stmt out significantly behind their native speaking peers and this delay often 
remains throughout the school years (Lee & Burkam, 2002). In addition, in comparison 
with non-Hispanic whites, Hispanic students are 50% more likely to read below average 
for students their age (Snow, Burns & Griffin, 1998). One study showed that only 44% of 
Hispanic fourth grade students scored at or above the basic reading level on the National 
Assessment ofEducational Progress (NAEP) when compared with 75% ofEuropean 
American students. Additional data regarding Hispanic students indicate that by the ages 
of 15-17, approximately 40-50 % of these students will be below their age-appropriate 
grade levels, indicating high levels of retention for this population. Further, Hispanic 
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students, more than any other racial or ethnic group, have the highest dropout rates 
(Ortiz, Wilkinson, Robettson-Courtney, and Kushner, 2006). Despite gains in the 
educational performances of this student population, significant gaps remain between 
Hispanic students' reading achievements and the performances of their native English 
speaking peers (Nuefeld, Amedum, Fitzgerald, & Guthrie, 2006). 
Increased insight into strategies that will aid these young ELL students in 
developing proficient reading skills will benefit not only the School Psychologists who 
are faced with clinical decisions related to ELL students, but will also aid teachers who 
are faced daily with making instmctional decisions for the ELL students they teach 
(Gerber & Durgunoglu, 2004). There are two critical elements which aid in preventing 
failure among the ELL student population. When working with ELL students, it is 
essential to create a learning environment that is conducive to their success and it is 
critical to utilize instmctional strategies that have been empirically supported to be 
effective with this student population (Ortiz, 1997). 
Supplemental Instruction 
Recent legislation has increased the pressure for educators to make adequate 
yearly progress in their schools. Schools with large ELL populations will need to develop 
successful approaches to reach these students and to maximize student success; 
otherwise, they will face grave consequences (Savin & Cheung, 2004). Students who are 
not reached early and who do not experience academic success will begin a negative 
cycle of failure. Educators today often struggle to balance all of the curricula needs 
mandated by federal and state law, thereby making the growing problem of developing 
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ELL reading proficiency ever more important. Teaching children to read in a reasonably 
short period of time makes supplemental instruction a promising method for increasing 
student achievement (Gunn, Smolkowski, Biglan, Black & Blair, 2005). A number of 
studies support the efficacy of supplemental instruction for increasing the reading skills 
of students (Foorman, et. a1., 1998; Torgesen et. aI., 1997; Vellutino, et. aI., 1996). 
Spanish students have also demonstrated positive results through the use of supplemental 
instruction (Lin an-Thompson, & Hickman-Davis, 2002; Quiroga, Lemos-Britton, 
Mostafapour, Abbott & Berninger, 2002). 
Cultural Factors 
Students who are second language learners often vary significantly in their 
cultural experiences, expectations, and learning styles. Research has shown that many 
African-American, Asian-American, Hispanic, Native-American and Arab-American 
populations learn best in cooperative, informal and loosely structured environments, a 
phenomenon called field dependence (Gay, 1994). Table 1 shows differing cultural 
learning styles. 
Table 1. Cultural Learning Styles 
Field Dependent Learners Learners 
Hispanic-American, 
Asian-American, & Arab-American 
Show a greater ability to cooperate 
Learn best in cooperative, informal and 
loosely structured environments 
Are more socially inclined 
Show a greater sensitivity to interpersonal 
relationshi ps 
Enjoy collaboration, group problem solving 
and team efforts when completing projects. 
European Americans 
Seek independence in activities 
Are motivated by impersonal, analytic, and 
autonomous learning activities 
Seek more oppOitunities for competition 
Seek more opportunities tor individualized 
praIse 
Do best with learning the historical 
background of an activity before starting 
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In addition, students who have field~dependent learning styles tend to show a 
greater ability to cooperate, are more socially inclined, and show a greater sensitivity to 
interpersonal relationship, than are students with a field-independent learning style 
(Brice, 1995). Typically, European-Americans tend to be more field-independent learners 
who tend to be motivated by impersonal, analytic, and autonomous learning activities. 
Field- independent learners may seek more opportunities for competition and 
individualized praise and do best with learning the theoretical underpinnings or historical 
background of an activity before getting started. Conversely, field-dependent learners 
enjoy collaboration, group problem-solving and team efforts when completing projects. 
They like to practice and explore their environment hands-on and interactively (Ariza, 
2006). Further, ELL students need reasons to communicate, opportunities to speak with 
English speaking peers, and opportunities for support and feedback from others. 
Educators who have knowledge of the various learning styles of their diverse learners, 
therefore, can help students to achieve at higher levels (Gay, 1994). The use ofpeer­
assisted strategies lends itself well to the unique learning style ofthis student population. 
Introduction to Peer-Assisted Learning Strategies 
The successful use ofPeer-Assisted Learning Strategies (PALS) has been well 
documented in the research (Fuchs, Fuchs, Mathes, & Simmons, 1997; McMaster, Kung, 
Han, & Cao, 2008; Saenz, Fuchs, and Fuchs, 2005). The PALS program was modeled 
after class-wide peer tutoring (CWPT) practices. Initially, CWPT practices were created 
in order to increase the time that students received instruction and engaged in academic 
tasks. Students using this model would provide one another with pacing, error correction 
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and feedback, increasing mastery levels and providing more content coverage than could 
occur strictly with large group instruction. Research has supported the efficacy of this 
intervention, suggesting that improvements have been made across academic areas 
(reading, math and spelling). These findings further show that students across elementary 
and middle school years have benefited from CWPT practices (McMaster, Fuchs & 
Fuchs, 2007). 
The Kindergmten Peer Assisted Literacy Strategies (K-PALS) program is an 
intervention designed to complement the current curriculum within schools (Mathes, 
Clancy-Menchetti, & Torgesen, 2001). This intervention model uses peer tutoring to 
implement the instruction and the peer-supported practice of students. K-PALS studies 
have shown improved reading skills in students who are middle class as well as in 
students who come from high poverty schools. Another benefit reported by educators is 
that the K-PALS program is practical and efficient, blending in with a variety of teaching 
practices and beliefs (McMaster, Kung, Han & Cao, 2008). 
Students patticipating in a K-PALS program benefit from the following features: 
(1) reciprocal tutoring roles; (2) opportunities to respond and experience success; (3) 
supplemental practice of skills taught during the core reading curriculum, and (4) 
structured early literacy activities (McMaster, Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2007). Based on the 
numerous benefits fbr students and on the empirical findings that show the eflicacy of 
this program, the National Reading Panel (NRP) has cited the K-PALS program as a 
"best practice" (National Reading Panel, 2000). 
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Present Study 
The present investigation will be conducted via an action-oriented model of 
research. According to Sagor (1999), action-oriented research came out of the need for 
more wide-spread school improvement as one method for increasing the success of at­
risk students. Best practices in early literacy development suggest the use of explicit and 
systematic instruction in the alphabetic principle (an understanding ofletters and sound 
associations) which should occur optimally in small groups or in one-to-one settings. 
Given the disparity in reading skills between non-English speaking students and native 
English speakers, research should be targeted at finding methods that will maximize 
student performance in the early literacy skills for young ELL students (Saenz, Fuchs & 
Fuchs, 2005). 
Based upon the research supporting supplemental instruction, peer-assisted 
learning strategies and the learning style of many ELL students, the present study will use 
a supplemental cooperative learning intervention targeted at increasing the early literacy 
skills ofELL students. Although the present study will not assess the effects ofK-PALS 
solely on the Hispanic student population, it should be noted that more than seventy-five 
percent ofEnglish Language Learners in American schools today are Spanish speakers 
(Saenz, Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2005). It is hypothesized that all of the ELL students receiving 
the Kindergarten-Peer Assisted Learning Strategies (K-PALS) intervention will match 
and/or outperform their same aged ELL and native English speaking peers who have not 
been exposed to this intervention (Mathes, Clancy-Menchetti, & Torgesen, 2001). 
Verifying this hypothesis will allow educators to begin to utilize empirically-based 
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interventions that have proved effective with a specific population, specifically ELL 
students in an urban school setting. 
In the present study, a quasi-experimental pre-post-test research design will be 
used to address the research question. All students enrolled in two inner city Kindergarten 
classrooms, which are part of the Reading First Initiative will be asked to participate in 
this study. One classroom will serve as the control group and the other group will serve 
as the experimental group. 
The independent variable will be the use ofthe Kindergarten-Peer Assisted 
Literacy Strategies (K..PALS) curriculum with ELL students or the control group 
cun'iculum (Mathes, Clancy-Menchetti, & Torgesen, 2001). The dependent variable is 
the effect of this intervention on the students' performances across the various literacy 
skills as measured by the DIBELS; Letter Naming Fluency (LNF), Initial Sound Fluency 
(ISF), Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (PSF), and Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF) 
subtests. The analysis of the data will include a review of between-group data and 
within-group data. In addition, descriptive statistics will be included. This study, 
therefore, will serve as one tool for policymakers who do not currently have sufficient 
data on ELL students and the specialized services that can best meet their educational 
needs. This study will answer the following questions: 
(1) Did students make gains in basic reading skills? 
(2) Did the K-PALS ESL students make more gains than the Control group ESL 
students? 
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(3) Did the K-PALS non-ESL make more gains than the Control group non-ESL 
students? 
(4) Did the students in the K-PALS group show greater growth in LNF than in 
NWF? 
(5) Will females in the K-PALS group show greater gains than males in the K­
PALS condition? 
Therefore, the objective of this action-oriented research is to determine an 
effective method for increasing the achievement levels of young ELL students. 
Specifically, this study will investigate the efficacy of a supplemental reading 
intervention that enhances ELL student interaction and ultimately boosts student learning, 
a goal for all educators. 
PEER STRATEGIES 11 

Literature Review 
Theoretical Framework 
Students who struggle to develop reading skills in the early years of formal 
education tend to fall further behind with each successive year of schooling. Therefore 
early intervention is critical and is viewed as a preventative method for decreasing the 
downward spiral of reading failure. As the number of students who are non-native 
language speakers continues to rise, educators must find ways to teach academic content 
to ELL students in the language they are trying to acquire. Given these weaknesses in 
language skills, the instructional needs of these students are numerous and multifaceted 
(Meskill, 2005). The role of oral language is connected to the process oflearning to read. 
Students are viewed as active and constructive in their learning process when acquiring 
oral language as well as when acquiring reading skills. The quality ofthe students' 
interactions, therefore, must become a central focus for teachers. Educators must learn to 
adjust scaffolds in accordance with the growing competencies of the student (Kelly, 
Gomez, Chen, & Schulz, 2005). 
John Dewey's constructivism model posits the idea that children construct new 
knowledge from the world as they interact within it. Dewey proposed an integrative 
model of philosophical principles for a child's education. According to Dewey's model, 
there are three principles that guide education: (1) Instruction should be focused on 
developing the child's mind, not centered solely on teaching subject matter; (2) Ideal 
methods of instmction should include experiential projects and should be integrative in 
nature, and (3) There should be a progression from practical education to more formal 
subjects and integrated studies in later years (Farnham-Diggory, 1990). 
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Language is learned through interactions with others; social behaviors are the 
result of interactions with the world and the people in one's environment, etc. According 
to Dewey, active and experiential learning should occur at all levels of education within 
authentic learning contexts. Children constlUct their own learning experiences and often 
learn by doing. These thoughts are similar to Dewey's epistemological views of learning, 
particularly through the child's social and cultural contexts. Educators can facilitate a 
child's learning by providing hands-on situations that engage students and allow students 
to build upon prior knowledge while allowing them also to expand and create new stores 
of knowledge as they develop cognitively (Schultz & Schultz, 2008). 
Vygotsky's sociocultural theory posits the idea that students acquire knowledge 
through their interactions with others. According to Vygotsky's framework, there are four 
key principles relevant to his sociocultural theory of development: 
1) Children build their information from the world around them. 
2) Development is not separate from one's social context. 
3) A student's learning leads to development. 
4) Language is central to cognitive processing. 
Another central concept ofVygotsky's theory is the "Zone ofProximal 
Development" (ZPD). According to the ZPD, students will accomplish a task that they 
cannot do alone with the help of a more skilled individual. The ZPD is the difference 
between the child's developmental level and the level of potential development that 
occurs with the support and the collaborative problem solving when engaged with the 
more experienced peers or adults in the child's life. Through this collaborative process, 
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children become more aware of their own culture and cognitive development occurs 
(Moll, 1994). 
According to Vygotsky's theory, the children's social environment aids them in 
adapting to new situations which, in turn, develops overall cognition (Berk & Winsler, 
1995). The ZPD works in conjunction with scaffolding which engages the student's 
background knowledge, prior experiences, and skills. These skills serve as a foundation 
for the child's future knowledge and growth. Language, therefore, is considered essential 
for implementing scaffolding techniques (Dahms, Geonnotti, Passalacqua, Schilk, 
Wetzel, & Zulkowsky, 2007). 
According to Bruner (1996) and Bloom (2001), students learn by observing the 
ways that others understand their world and by communicating within their social 
environments. Similarly, Vygotsky postulates that the two key methods for learning are 
through language and social interactions. Second language learning environments that 
encourage and incorporate the social construction of learning are perceived as more 
advantageous (August and Hakuta, 1998). Vygotsky's theory stresses the fact that 
"Humans learn best in cooperation in with other humans" (Feden and Vogel, 1993). 
In Vgotysky's model, students are paired with more experienced learners, 
considered the teachers, who possess higher levels of ability and knowledge than the 
students, in regard to specific tasks (Dahms, Geonnotti, Passalacqua, Schilk, Wetzel, & 
Zulkowsky, 2007). According to the National Literacy Panel (NLP) and Center for 
Research on Education, Diversity, and Excellence (CREDE), good instruction tends to be 
the same for ELL students. All students benefit from clear goals and instruction that is 
meaningful, challenging, and motivating. Good instruction involves a curriculum that is 
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rich in content, well designed, and highly structured. In addition, active engagement and 
full participation, including numerous opportunities to practice and apply the skills as the 
students transfer new learning, are considered good instructional practices. Instruction 
allowing for corrective feedback, periodic reviews, frequent progress monitoring and 
opportunities for re-teaching, as needed, are considered best teaching practices 
(Goldenberg, 2008). The K-PALS program engages students, allows for corrective 
feedback and helps students to transfer new skills. Consistent with Vygotsky's learning 
theory, the K-PALS program allows for peer interaction with more skilled peers while 
increasing student learning in key areas of early literacy. 
Cultural Considerations 
Educators who have knowledge of the various learning styles of their diverse 
learners can help students to achieve at higher levels. 
!tEducators must thoroughly understand how culture shapes learning styles, 
teaching behaviors, and educational decisions. They must then develop a variety 
of means to accomplish common learning outcomes that reflect the preferences 
and styles of a wide variety ofgroups and individuals. By giving all students 
more choices about how they williearn--choices that are compatible with their 
cultural styles--none will be unduly advantaged or disadvantaged ... " (Gay, 1994, 
p.20). 
Matching learning and teaching styles can be used to promote student learning. For 
example, educators ofHispanic students could maximize the students' learning by 
increasing the use of cooperative learning, thereby capitalizing on the group's cooperative 
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nature (Dunn, Beaudry, & Klavas, 1989). ELL educators should equip themselves with a 
wide variety of culturally appropriate skills. For example, the teacher can use direct 
instruction and the cooperative learning experiences; these include group projects, peer 
centers, and reciprocal teaching practices (Villegas, 1992). Social constructivism is one 
theoretical perspective which has been applied to the education of the early literacy skills 
of second language learners. This model emphasizes the need for interactive, 
collaborative, self-directed, meaning-based methods of instruction (Roberts & Neal, 
2004). 
Although, the National Reading Panel (NRP) has conducted meta-analysis reviews 
which investigated empirically supported studies, special populations such as second 
language learners or students with learning disabilities were not included (NICHO, 2000). 
Even though substantial literature in the area of native language reading acquisition exists, 
there continues to remain a paucity of information relative to how bilingual students 
acquire reading skills and how best to assist ELL students who are at-risk for reading 
failure. More research must be conducted to understand better the effectiveness of various 
interventions for ELL students who are at-risk for reading problems. 
The use of the PALS allows ELL students to benefit from frequent interactions and 
increased opportunities to practice both language and reading skills; this was one of the 
primary reasons for choosing this strategy as the method of intervention for this population 
of learners. ELL students can benefit fi'om peer grouping with other students of similar 
ability levels to practice classroom interaction skills. In a report for the National Research 
Council, it was noted that given the millions ofELL students who have learned to read in 
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English, their second language, and given the extraordinary amounts of funding that have 
been allocated to explore the effects of bilingual education programs, it is surprising that 
there is still such little information regarding the specifics ofhow student learn to read in a 
second language (Snow, Burns and Griffin, 1998). Current federal mandates such as No 
Child Left Behind indicate that all students must be given a chance to succeed. 
Cultural Diversity in Parenting and Educational Perceptions 
Increasing the involvement of minority families is a crucial step in increasing the 
achievement levels of students from culturally and linguistically diverse families. These 
children are the most likely to experience academic difficulties, and therefore, need as 
much support as possible. Schools and communities should focus on ways to improve the 
connections between these culturally diverse families and their children's schools. An 
important variable for increasing student achievement included eliminating barriers, 
which currently impede the family involvement of minority families. 
Educators must recognize places where there are gaps in the school's ability to build 
working relationships effectively with the parents of these young students. If educators 
are to increase student achievement, they must work to decrease these gaps whenever 
possible. The issue ofworking with minority families is more relevant now than ever 
before. The numbers of minority students continue to rise in the United States and these 
students are most at- risk for educational failure if not supported properly and reached 
early in their educations. Early intervention, therefore, is critical for these young 
learners. 
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In order to understand how minorities, many of whom are migrant and/or 
immigrant families, are typically involved in their children's education, one must first 
have an understanding of how each culture views education and the roles of educators 
relative to the roles of families in educating their children. Numerous other issues impact 
familial involvement, such as willingness versus capability, social inequalities, and 
interpersonal interactions. Mattinez and Velasquez (2000) indicate that it is beneficial 
when teachers understand how migrant families view education and the roles that parents 
take in their children's education. The authors offer strategies to enhance the migrant 
child's educational experiences. Similarly, Lynch and Hanson (1997) suggest strategies 
for fostering respectful and effective interactions with families from various cultures. 
The current research expands the restricted view of parental involvement as being 
limited solely to parents attending events within the school. Research suggests that 
parental involvement includes the diverse activities in which parents engage; these occur 
either at home or in the school and allow the parents to share in their child's education 
(Kauffman, Perry, and Prentiss, 2001). Educators often consider a child's education to 
include the study of academic subjects but many parents of migrant families refer to 
education as educating their children in the development of moral issues, character and 
values. Schools typically focus their time, efforts and energies on engaging families in 
after- school events, largely limiting the scope of parental involvement. Two key 
elements to family involvement are support and active involvement. For families, support 
includes family sympathy, reassurance, and understanding for students. Active 
involvement can be translated as doing something that is observable. Educators must be 
informed about the various types of family involvement and consider this when making 
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efforts to improve family involvement (Kauffman, Perry, and Prentiss, 2001). Different 
cultures view family involvement with schools differently. Some of the Korean parents in 
one study viewed the notion of spending time at school in order to help their children as a 
fairly new concept. Many of these families viewed the time spent in the evening helping 
their children with homework and with reading as their pruticipation with the schooL The 
author also found that many of the Korean parents who were labeled as uncooperative 
had practiced selective engagement in school activities. Selective participation in this 
study was viewed differently from non participation; these parents actively chose which 
activities were most congruent with their particular family's needs and wishes for their 
child's education (Lee, 2005). 
Much of the research reviewed also discussed the factors typical of most family 
types. Factors which often impede family involvement include issues related to lack of 
time, multiple demands, limited resources, and negative prior experiences with the school 
system. Time conflicts, such as evening-only meetings may limit minority family 
involvement because of the need of minority families to take work during less desirable 
work hours (Lee, 2005). Korean families often fail to challenge authority figures openly 
when they disagree with them. Hispanic cultures also evidence a high degree of respect 
for authority. These factors also influence how involved minority families may become 
(Lee and Manning, 2001). 
The Spanish phrase, "estudia y sea alguien", translated in English as "study and 
be somebody" is a phrase passed down by many Hispanic families. Immigrant families 
have their hopes and dreams which they pass down to their children. These beliefs are 
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often tied centrally to the education of their children (Ibanez, Kupermine, Jurkovic and 
Perilla, 2004). 
Culturally and linguistically diverse families come with a myriad of additional 
issues which impact their levels of involvement with the local schools. One of the most 
frequently cited issues related to working with culturally and linguistically diverse 
families is the issue of limited English Proficiency and/or lack ofEnglish speaking skills. 
Families who have limited speaking skills in the dominant language view schools as 
incomprehensible and flU strating. The language barriers also complicate the 
employability of these parents. Issues related to discrimination may also playa role 
(Kauffman, Perry, and Prentiss, 2001). 
Another study focused on the selective nature of parental involvement and the 
factors that may influence school participation. The majority of research shows that 
parents from minority groups show a lower level of involvement than their American 
counterparts. Often, parents from culturally diverse backgrounds have been labeled as 
resistant, avoidant, or uncooperative because of this lack ofparticipation in school related 
events. Language barriers were cited as the major impediment to parent participation by 
the Korean parents in one study. Many of these Korean parents felt that their English 
speaking skills were not strong enough to become fully involved in many of the parent 
meetings offered at their local schools. Lee and Manning (2001) addressed the effects of 
language barriers on parent-teacher relationships, citing how nonverbal communications 
are also relevant factors related to effective communication and interactions between 
teachers and Asian parents (Lee & Manning, 2001). Issues related to effective 
communication vary among cultural groups. These nuances often also playa role in how 
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parents communicate their thoughts with others. For example, turn-taking, rules related to 
interruptions and cooperation in communication are factors which playa role in 
communication between and among varying cultural groups (Lee, 2005). Educators must 
consider these issues when designing programs to include parents of minority students. 
As educators begin to consider these issues, the critical question becomes, "What can be 
done in school to assist the ELL students in acquiring the requisite skills for becoming 
successful in life?" 
One study hypothesized: (1) A sense of competence would be positivel y related to 
achievement motivation; (2) A sense of school belonging will be more strongly related to 
achievement for highly acculturated and U.S. born youth than it is for minimally 
acculturated or immigrant youth; and (3) Parent involvement will be more strongly 
related to achievement and motivation for highly acculturated youth than it is for 
minimally acculturated or immigrant youth. The results of this study suggested that all 
three school experiences, a sense of competence, parent involvement related to celtain 
aspects of achievement motivation across generation status and the student's level of 
language acculturation were important predictors of achievement motivation (Ibanez, 
Kupermine, Jurkovic and Perilla, 2004). The use of cooperative peer activities to 
maximize student learning can aid in building a student's sense ofconnectedness with 
other students and with the school as a whole. In addition, peer practice and corrective 
feedback as utilized in the K-PALS program should aid in building student competencies. 
The level of school connectedness of the Latino youth and parental involvement 
mirrors the cultural values of many Hispanic families. The value of high levels of 
parental involvement and school connectedness are reflective of the collectivistic nature 
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of many Hispanic cultures. Relationship within the schoo! and family systems are at the 
heart of improving academic achievement. Hispanic family involvement based on family 
values that are more concrete, such as school expectations, are more likely to be 
reinforced by Hispanic parents than are abstract values such as aspirations for the future 
success of their child (Ibanez, Kupermine, Jurkovic and Perilla, 2004). Other findings in 
the area of parent involvement indicate that parent involvement is associated with 
positive attitudes towards school and a positive outlook for the child's future (Epstein, 
1987). 
Teacher Training and Experiences with ELL students 
Although teachers are often trained to work with special populations, many 
teachers are unprepared to deal with the diversity inherent in working with ELL students. 
Many teachers hold negative attitudes and beliefs toward this student population. One 
such belief is that the students are in the United States where English is the primary 
language and so English should be the language of instruction. Often these educators 
believe ELL students should maintain their native languages in the privacy of their 
homes. Frequently these negative attitudes lead to negative interactions and to teaching 
practices which ultimately affect student achievement (Cummins, 2000, Diaz-Rico, 2000, 
Garcia-Nevarez, 2005). Research has shown that it is not only important for teachers to 
be educated about and trained in working with ELL students, but it is also important for 
educators to have exposure to and direct experience in working with ELL students in 
order to increase student achievement (Garcia-Nevarez, 2005). 
Reading Acquisition 
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According to the National Reading Panel (NRP) (2000), there are five key areas related 
to effective reading instruction: phonemic awareness, the alphabetic principle, fluency, 
reading comprehension and vocabulary. All five areas are needed to develop strong 
reading skills. 
The National Association for the Education ofYoung Children (NAEYC) and the 
International Reading Association (IRA) proposed a continuum ofdevelopment in 
reading skills from birth through the primary grades. The phases ofearly literacy 
development are as follows: (1) Awareness and Exploration -Preschool; (2) 
Experimental Reading and Writing -Kindergarten; (3) Early Reading and Writing -First 
Grade; (4) Transitional Reading and Writing -Second Grade; and (5) Independent and 
Productive Phase -Third Grade. The first three phases impact students from birth through 
second grade. During the first stage, the stage of awareness and exploration, children 
explore their environments through listening to stories, telling stories, showing interest in 
print activities, and by beginning to pretend to read while holding books. This stage 
typically occurs during the preschool years. The next stage, experimental reading, 
involves a student's early knowledge ofprint, such as left-to-right and top-to-bottom 
orientation. In addition, students in this phase begin to develop an understanding of 
letters (graphemes) and letter-sound (phonemes) associations. This increased 
understanding of letter and sound associations is referred to as the alphabetic principle. 
Students at this stage also begin to understand and participate in rhyming activities and 
begin to develop phonological awareness skills, Le., the ability to recognize, discriminate, 
and manipulate linguistic sounds. Students in this stage may also begin to write the letters 
ofthe alphabet and some initial sight words with more fluency. This stage typically 
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occurs around the time students are in Kindergarten. The third stage involves the early 
phases of reading and writing and typically occurs from kindergarten through first grade 
(Vacca, Vacca, Gove, Burkey, Lenhart & McKeon, 2003). 
Current research supports the fact that many of the problems that students 
experience in reading are related to the emergent literacy skills that they develop during 
the preschool and kindergarten period (Farver, Nakamoto, & Lonigan, 2007). Children 
who develop phonemic awareness and letter sound knowledge earlier tend to become 
stronger readers. In addition, there is empirical support that phonemic awareness in one 
language can predict reading ability in another language (Durgunoglu et aI., 1993; Linan­
Thompson & Vaughn, 2007; Quiroga et aI., 2002). 
Learning to Read in Spanish 
Developing phonemic awareness skills in a second language helps students learn 
the sounds of the new language and can assist them in acquiring early literacy in the 
child's second language. Students benefit from phoneme identification skills, beginning 
with the initial sounds in words and progressing to final sounds and medial sounds. 
Segmenting and blending sounds is often linked with instructional practices with 
phonemic awareness (Gottardo, 2002; Linan-Thompson & Vaughn, 2007). 
Researchers who have studied other alphabetic languages found that phonological 
awareness skills contribute to children's ability to read in their first language. 
Phonological awareness in the bilingual population and the connection with a student's 
word reading ability has only recently sparked the attention of researchers. Initial studies 
have focused on determining whether or not second language reading acquisition 
processes are similar to the processes that have been found to influence the reading 
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acquisition ofmonolingual speakers (Gottardo, 2002). English et al. (2001) indicate that 
there are strong correlations between phonological skills in English and those in Spanish. 
Often students who are native English speakers learn to read through the same process as 
students who are Spanish speakers, through the use of phonological awareness and 
spelling-sound patterns (Vaughn et aI., 2006). 
Learning to read in Spanish tends to be easier because of the one-to-one 
phoneme-grapheme relationship that exists (Spenser & Hanley, 2004). Typical reading 
instruction in Spanish is based strictly on phonics and on an analytic approach because 
the Spanish orthography is composed of consistent rules. Typically students are 
introduced to the five vowels and their sounds. Next they are introduced to consonant 
sounds one at a time and these are then paired with the vowels. Finally the consonants 
and vowel syllables are introduced to form words. Letter names are typically introduced 
after the student has acquired the phoneme-grapheme relationships because many times 
the letter names contain vowel sounds which may confuse the young learner. For 
example, b is pronounced "be" and k is pronounced "ka." (August & Shanahan, 2006; 
Fitzgerald, 1995; Fitzgerald, 2003; Muller & Brady, 2001). 
Literacy development in a second language varies from learning to read in one's 
native language because the student's oral language abilities in the second language tend 
to vary across learners and the student's reading skills in the first language also affect the 
child's development in reading in the second language. Developing literacy skills in 
English can be complicated by the multifaceted process of mapping English phonemes 
and graphemes which differ greatly from Spanish orthography. For example, in English 
there are 26 letters and 46 phonemes. Conversely, in Spanish orthography there are 28 
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letters (29 including w, which is typically utilized in foreign names and borrowed words) 
and 24 phonemes (August, Snow, Carlo, Proctor, Rolla de San Francisco, Duursma & 
Szuber, 2006; Vaughn et al., 2006). 
A critical skill for developing reading skills both in English and in Spanish is 
phonological awareness. This skill is clearly related in the reading acquisition of 
monolingual English speakers (Gottardo, 2002; Vaughn et aI., 2006). Similarly, 
understanding a child's Spanish language skills may help in understanding that student's 
progress in learning to read in English (Branum et ai, 2006). 
According to research, there is a causal link for monolingual speakers between 
phonological awareness and reading acquisition in a variety of languages. Additional 
studies also indicate that difficulties in phonological processing have been linked to 
difficulties in word reading. These early reading skills of phonological processing 
include phonological awareness and additional phonological tasks, such as naming and 
nonsense-word repetition (Gottardo, 2002). 
Cummins' (1979) interdependence theory states that the students' competencies 
in their second languages are related to the students' competencies in the native 
languages. Cummins' theory of underlying competencies suggests that literacy skills are 
present in the students' native languages as well as in the students' second languages. 
Students, therefore, possess literacy skills such as conceptual knowledge, subject matter 
knowledge, ~igher order thinking, and the use of reading strategies, which are thought to 
be the same in both languages. These competencies are referred to as Cummins' theOlY of 
the Common Underlying Proficiency. 
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Reading instlUction in the Spanish language focuses on units such as syllables, 
rather than on phonemes. However, students who are learning to read in Spanish often 
benefit from instlUction at the phonemic level. Further, students who experience 
difficulty in acquiring the ability to read in Spanish often show limited understanding of 
the alphabetic principle (Vaughn et. aI., 2006). Based on these findings, initial 
intervention instruction should focus on sounds and syllables. Research consistently 
supports the use ofexplicit systematic reading instruction for students who are at risk for 
reading difficulties. Explicit instruction is defined as teacher led instruction that overtly 
demonstrates a specific task or skill. This explicit instruction can be used for early and 
higher order reading skills. Essential steps to providing explicit instlUction include 
establishing clear goals, modeling steps for the students, and monitoring and assessing 
students' skills in completing the task. Explicit instructional strategies provide ELL 
students with easy to follow steps which assist them in learning not only skills but also 
the language associated with it. In addition, it has been shown to be an effective method 
for teaching ELL students (Linan~Thompson & Vaughn, 2007). 
Ideally, second language reading instruction would have strategies built into the 
curriculum that enlarge what the students know in their native languages as a means to 
encourage a transfer of skills from one language to the next (Lenters, 2004). Meschyan 
and Hernandez (2002) conducted a study to investigate the role of native language and 
non-word decoding skills in second language (Spanish) learning. Decoding requires a 
variety of sub-skills, such as having a basic understanding of speech sounds 
(phonological skills), letter knowledge (orthographic skills) and the ability to connect the 
correct sound with the corresponding letter in order to combine all the separate sounds to 
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form words. Decoding is considered a phonological-orthographic skill; therefore, 
students who exhibit good decoding skills tend to become better readers. One study 
conducted by Cheung (1999) found that training helped to improve the phonological 
awareness skills of native Chinese-speaking children whose second language was 
English. As their phonological skills increased, so did their decoding skills in the second 
language. The findings suggest that good, non-word decoders likely have greater 
vocabulary skills which facilitate the process of decoding by having increased number of 
words/non words stored in memory, which can aid in the decoding ofunfamiliar words. 
Meschyan and Hernandez (2002) found that, "Native language, phonological­
orthographical skills predict higher language abilities through the direct effect it has on 
the native language vocabulary development." (p.21). Good decoders are therefore more 
competent at transforming print to sound (Meschyan & Hernandez, 2002). Another study 
in the area of language and literacy development of Spanish-speaking children focused on 
data collection, relative to pre-kindergarten through second grade students from Spanish 
speaking families. The researchers focused on identifying factors related to the 
development of language and literacy across both languages, English and Spanish (Paez 
& Rinaldi, 2006). 
In 1993, Durgunoglu and her colleagues studied the relationships among 
measures of oral language processing, letter naming, phonological awareness, and word 
reading, which were administered to Spanish speaking students. The study evaluated 
student performances on native language measures and compared their performances on 
similar measures in the second language of the participants (English). All of the students 
had some reading ability in their native language (Spanish). Both phonological 
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awareness and reading skills in their native language were predictors of their abilities to 
learn to read new words and/or nonsense-words in English. According to this study, 
however, neither English nor Spanish oral language proficiency predicted English word 
reading (Durgunoglu et. aI, 1993). 
Studies comparing ELL students from a variety ofdifferent first language 
backgrounds indicate that reading acquisition in students who are learning English as 
their second language have similarities in general phonological awareness and word 
reading skills across alphabetic languages (Gottardo, 2002; Kwan & Willows, 1998; 
Linan-Thompson & Vaughn, 2007). Researchers have found that phonological 
processing appears to be related to the degree of similarity between the native language 
of the student and the secondary language of the student. Tasks measuring phonological 
awareness indicated that phonological development occurs in the same order in Spanish­
speaking children and in English-speaking children when they were tested in their first 
language (Gottardo, 2002). FUither, research has shown there are strong correlations 
between English phonological awareness skills and English reading skills. Likewise it 
has supported similarly strong relationships between Spanish phonological awareness 
skills and Spanish reading skills (Branum et aI., 2002). 
Early Literacy Interventions 
Numerous empirically supported studies have been conducted in the area ofearly 
literacy skills and interventions designed to assist monolingual students in increasing 
their phonological awareness skills as a method for improving reading achievement 
(Branum, et aI, 2006; Gonzalez & Nelson, 2003; Gottardo, 2002; Lesaux & Siegel, 2003; 
Shaywitz, 2003; Torgesen, Morgan & Davis, 1992). However, considerably less research 
PEER STRATEGIES 29 

has been done to document the effectiveness of intervention programs designed 
specifically to meet the needs of second language learners. 
Torgesen, Morgan and Davis (1992) conducted research that evaluated two types 
of phonological awareness training models on the word learning skills of kindergarten 
children. Explicit training was used to train students in two types of phonological 
awareness tasks: segmenting phonological tasks and blending phonological tasks. The 
other training program taught students only segmenting skills. This training model 
incorporated small group, training sessions over a seven to eight week period in which 
students met three times per week. Results indicated that the students who received 
training both in segmenting and in blending phonological tasks showed significant 
improvements over children who received training only in the segmenting skills. 
Students who received training only in segmenting skills evidenced improvements simply 
in the area of blending tasks. Students who received training both in segmenting and in 
blending were the only ones to evidence positive results for word learning or reading 
tasks (Torgesen et. al., 1992). 
Schneider, Roth and Ennemoser (2000) observed three kindergarten intelvention 
programs focusing on phonological skills training. Seven hundred and twenty-six 
kindergarten students were screened; one hundred and thirty-eight of these students were 
then identified as being at-risk for the potential development of dyslexia. These students 
were randomly assigned to one of three treatment conditions: (1) letter-sound training; 
(2) phonological awareness training, or (3) a combination training situation, which 
included phonological awareness and letter knowledge skills. This study indicated that 
the students who were in the combined training group showed the strongest treatment 
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effects on reading and spelling skills in the first and second grades. These findings 
supported the hypothesis that the effects on early literacy skills and literacy achievement 
are more potent when phonological awareness is combined with letter- sound knowledge 
training than when phonological awareness training is used in isolation (Schneider, et. aI., 
2000). There is also empirical support that phonemic awareness training is most 
beneficial when combined with practice in connecting sounds to letters and when 
students are taught in small groups rather than in whole class instruction (Byrne, 1998; 
Linan-Thompson & Vaughn, 2007). 
Stepping Stones to Literacy is a phonological awareness training program designed 
for use with very young students. This model is centered on social learning theory which 
incorporates the immediate use of skills taught, the maintenance of skills, and the overall 
generalization of skills. This is accomplished through the use ofPivotal Skills Training 
(PST). The Pivotal Skills Training aspect teaches students to learn to generalize their 
responses to key emergent literacy skills such as omitting sounds and generating rhymes. 
The Stepping Stones to Literacy model accelerates the learning of students at- risk, such 
as second language learners, by maximizing the efficiency in its design and the delivery 
of the instruction to these young learners (Gonzalez & Nelson, 2003). This particular 
model has been effective partly because of its incorporation of community members, 
school volunteers and parents. The model has incorporated numerous aspects of 
intervention programs that have been shown to produce effective results. In addition, the 
Stepping Stones to Literacy program has a carefully sequenced structure which allows for 
a smooth transition to beginning reading programs (Gonzalez & Nelson, 2003). 
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Foorman & Moats (2004) provide a concise summary ofthe findings of the NRP 
which suggest four key points relevant to early reading instruction. First, explicit 
instruction in the alphabetic principle in conjunction with reading comprehension is 
important to effective reading instruction. Second, the benefits of small group instruction 
have been shown to be as effective as one-to-one instruction. Third, the use of skilled 
para-professionals is as effective as the utilization of teachers. Finally, the interventions 
implemented in later grades are not as effective as those implemented in grades 1 and 2 
(Foorman & Moats, 2004). Other findings suggest that teaching phonemic awareness led 
to gains in phonics, reading, and spelling. Poor phonological awareness skills, difficulty 
in identifying letter sounds, difficulty naming letters, weak vocabulary skills, and a 
weakness in identifying sight words in students in kindergarten and first grade are found 
to be predictors ofpoor reading skills (Foorman & Moats, 2004), Therefore, interventions 
addressing these areas of skill development will likely show significant growth for 
students and decreased student risk. 
Early Literacy Interventions with Second Language Learners 
Quiroga et al. (2001) studied phonological awareness and early literacy skills in 
Spanish-speaking ELL first graders and found that phonological awareness in Spanish 
predicted phonological awareness in English and English word reading. This study 
suggests that phonological awareness skills transfer across first and second languages and 
across oral and written languages. The lessons included components that related to 
phonological awareness training in two languages (English and Spanish), explicit, 
systematic instruction in the alphabetic principle (using the English language), and 
repeated reading activities in English. These activities were designed to maximize 
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engagement and comprehension of the reader. The results of this study showed that 
individuals, as well as groups, showed increased word reading skills and nonsense word 
reading skills beyond what the researchers had anticipated, based upon their Verbal 
Intelligence Quotient scores or oral language proficiency levels. 
Lenters (2004) conducted research utilizing the Jolly Phonics program, a multi­
sensory, explicit program that focuses on learning the letter names, the sounds and 
orthography of the English alphabet, as well as its common blends and digraphs. This 
program has been particularly effective with young second language learners because it 
focuses on systematic training in phonemic awareness combined with early phonics 
instruction. Another empirically based intervention conducted by Kwan and Willows 
(1998) systematically taught the sounds and symbols of the English language to entry 
level ELL students in first grade who had not learned to read in their native languages. 
The students in the study outperformed the control subjects in phoneme blending, 
auditory discrimination and matched their peers in phoneme segmentation. 
Supplemental instruction in reading has also been successful in increasing the 
reading skills ofHispanic students in kindergarten and first, second, and third grades. The 
supplemental reading instruction used by Gunn, Smolkowski, Biglan and Black (2002) 
was based on the Reading Mastery and Corrective Reading programs. These reading 
programs were utilized because of the large number of research-based instructional 
strategies that are embedded into the models. Also, these programs have been proven to 
work well within small groups, as well as, in whole class settings. The Reading Mastery 
program uses explicit instruction focusing on phonemic awareness, sound-letter 
cOITespondence, and blending skills. Students who were reading below grade level or 
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could not read (labeled non-readers) participated in the COlTective Reading group. 
Explicit instruction in phonemic awareness, sound-letter correspondence, and blending 
were also used with these students. Most of the students were organized in groups of two 
to tlu'ee to receive the supplemental instruction. Gunn et al. (2002) noted that gains were 
still evident a year after the supplemental instruction discontinued. The gains both for 
Hispanic and for non-Hispanic children on oral reading fluency were noteworthy, with 
similar effects on vocabulary and comprehension observed both for the Hispanic and for 
non-Hispanic groups. There were also obvious benefits in the use of supplemental 
instruction for Hispanic children in word attack and reading comprehension skills. The 
findings of this study support the use and effectiveness of Corrective Reading and 
Reading Mastery as a supplemental instruction for improving the reading achievement 
levels of students who are at risk for reading difficulty (Gunn et aI., 2002). 
Gerber et a1. (2004) utilized a small group, empirically supported intensive 
intervention designed for Spanish students in kindergarten and first grade students who 
were ELL. The research design used in this study was in accordance with the guidelines 
set forth by the Reading First initiative, and with the research related to multi-tiered 
interventions which are designed to prevent reading failure among young monolingual 
students. The intervention model was considered to be a supplemental instmction 
component. The Core Intervention Model (CIM) involves small groups of students who 
received direct instmction in Spanish. Kindergarten students had training sessions that 
focused on increasing their phonological awareness skills for onsets and rimes (Gerber, 
et. aI., 2004). Onsets, the first syllable sound in a word, involves the part ofthe syllable 
that precedes the vowel of the syllable. A rime is the part that follows the onset in the 
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word. For example, "s" is the onset in sit and "it" is considered the rime (Gillon, 2004). 
Each activity's goal was designed so that students would have an increased understanding 
ofhow to apply these skills via increased opportunities to practice these skills via 
structured prompts. Other activities focused on having students recognize similarities in 
phonemes between words with similar onsets. The findings showed that the kindergarten 
students who completed the intervention program had closed the achievement gap with 
their higher performing peers, supporting the use of supplemental instructional programs 
with ELL students who are at higher risk for English reading failure (Gerber, et. aI., 
2004). 
Peer-Assisted Literacy Strategies 
The Kindergarten Peer Assisted Literacy Strategies (K-PALS) is an intervention 
designed to complement the current curriculum within schools (Mathes, Clancy­
Menchetti, & Torgesen, 2001). The K-PALS program is an extension of the Peer Assisted 
Learning Strategies (PALS) program developed by the Vanderbilt University, which 
partnered with the Metro-Nashville Public schools and other local districts (Fuchs & 
Fuchs, 2005). The effective use ofPeer-Assisted Learning Strategies has been well 
documented in the research (Fuchs, Fuchs, Mathes, & Simmons, 1997; McMaster, Kung, 
Han, & Cao, 2008; Saenz, Fuchs, and Fuchs, 2005). 
The K-PALS intervention model uses peer tutoring and peer supported practice 
opportunities to implement the instruction. Students are matched with peers; some 
students are chosen to be the "players" and others designated as the "coaches". Dyads 
switch roles periodically throughout the intervention to ensure that students have equal 
opportunities in both roles. Teachers serve in a supervisory or consultation role, walking 
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around the room as peers work together on specific skills that are matched to individual 
student needs. In addition, teachers help by providing supportive and corrective feedback 
and remedial support where needed. Numerous studies involving a variety of pal1icipants 
were reviewed and were shown to SUppOlt the effectiveness of the PALS program in 
increasing students' literacy skills (Fuchs, Fuchs, Mathes, & Simmons, 1997; McMaster, 
Kung, Han, & Cao, 2008; Saenz, Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2005). 
Mathes and Fuchs (1993) conducted a study which involved fourth through sixth 
grade students identified as learning-disabled who were exposed to the use of the PALS 
intervention model over a period of ten weeks. The pre-test findings showed no 
significant difference among the demographics or the cognitive ability of the students. 
The findings ofthis study showed a significant difference on words read correctly; the 
sustained reading group outperformed the control group. Peer-assisted learning strategies 
were investigated by Fuchs, Fuchs, Mathes, & Simmons (1997) which suggest positive 
support for the effectiveness of this program to improve the reading scores of students. 
The study was conducted over a period of eighteen weeks and showed a significant 
difference in growth scores in reading fluency and reading comprehension among 
students in the PALS classrooms, in contrast to those students in the non-PALS classes. 
Mathes et at. (2001) conducted a sixteen week intervention utilizing the PALS 
program in a medium sized school located in a southeastern city in Pennsylvania. The 
participants were divided into three groups: one intervention group which used the PALS 
program only; another used the PALS program with computer assisted instruction (CAl), 
and the other a control group. Results showed significant increases in the Woodcock 
Reading Mastery Test pre-PosHest scores among groups on all subtests both for the 
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PALS only and for the P ALS+ CAl groups. Both the PALS only and the P ALS+ CAl 
groups scored significantly higher than the control group. The intervention groups also 
showed significant findings on tests of non word reading efficiency. Other significant 
findings were found with the Comprehensive Test ofPhonological Processing (CTOPP) 
Ellison subtest for both intervention groups. Both the PALS and PALS-CAl students 
exhibited greater positive increases in tests of phoneme segmentation. CTOPP results 
showed that the PALS students performed significantly better than control groups in their 
abilities on Ellison tasks. Results from the Test ofEarly Reading Ability, Second Edition 
(TERA-2), another measure ofgrowth used to assess the effectiveness of student's 
literacy skills, showed increases in the intervention group versus the control group 
(Mathes et aI., 2001). Each of these aforementioned studies support the use ofpeer 
assisted strategies with native English speaking students (Fuchs, Fuchs, Mathes, & 
Simmons, 1997~ Mathes & Fuchs, 2001; Mathes and Fuchs, 1993; McMaster, Kung, Han, 
& Cao, 2008~ Saenz, Fuchs, & Fuchs, 2005). 
Saenz, Fuchs, and Fuchs (2005) studied the use of peer assisted learning strategies 
for ELL students with learning disabilities. The results of this pre-post~test study showed 
that PALS students outperformed control students on reading comprehension. Similarly, 
McMaster, Kung, Han, & Cao (2008) conducted research utilizing the K-PALS program 
with ELL students. Findings showed that the K-PAL's ELL students performed with 
higher scores than the control group on phonemic awareness tasks and letter sound 
recognition tasks. 
McMaster, Kung, Han, & Cao study (2008) appears to be among the fIrst of many 
future studies which are needed to support the efficacy ofpeer supported learning 
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strategies with second language learners. Based upon the limited studies targeted on 
increasing second language learners' reading skills, there continues to be a great need for 
empirically supported interventions, geared specifically at meeting the diverse needs of 
ELL students who are acquiring early literacy skills. ELL students can benefit from peer 
grouping with other students of similar ability levels to practice classroom interaction 
skills. The use ofpeer assisted literacy strategies with ELL students across a variety of 
reading skills has not yet been adequately studied, thus suggesting the dire need for 
research in this critical area. 
Summary ofProposed Study 
Best practices in early literacy development suggest the use of explicit and 
systematic instruction in the alphabetic principle, which should optimally occur in small 
groups or in one-to-one settings. Given the disparity in reading skills between non­
English speaking students and native English speakers, research should be targeted at 
finding methods that will maximize student perfonnance in the early literacy skills for 
young ELL students (Saenz, Fuchs & Fuchs, 2005). It is hypothesized that ELL students 
receiving the Kindergal1en-Peer Assisted Learning Strategies (K-PALS) intervention will 
match and/or outperfonn their same aged ELL and native English speaking peers who 
were not exposed to this intervention (Mathes, Clancy-Menchetti, & Torgesen, 2001). 
VerifYing this hypothesis will provide educators with empirically based interventions that 
have been tested with a specific population, i.e. ELL students in an urban school setting 
in the Northeastern United States. This study will serve as one tool for policymakers who 
do not currently have sufficient data on ELL students and the specialized services that 
PEER STRATEGIES 38 

can best meet their educational needs. This proposed study will answer the following 
questions: 
(1) Did students make gains in basic reading skills? 
(2) Did the K-PALS students make more gains than the Control group ESL 
students? 
(3) Did the K-PALS non-ESL make more gains than the Control group non-ESL 
students? 
(4) Did the students in the K-PALS group show greater growth in LNF than in 
NWF? 
(5) Will females in the K-PALS group show greater gains than males in the K­
PALS condition? 
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CHAPTER TWO 
Methodology 
This study investigated the development of the early literacy skills of second 
language learners in an urban elementary school population in a mid-sized Northeastern 
city when these students used the Kindergarten Peer-Assisted Learning Strategies (K­
PALS) program. The present study utilized shelf data from a study conducted by a 
researcher for this local school district. It is therefore considered a convenience sampling. 
Permission from the Assistant Superintendent of the district granted permission for the 
present researcher to utilize this shelf data. The following section presents the specific 
methodology chosen for this investigation. First, the research design will be introduced. 
Next, the participants and the K-PALS intervention will be described. Finally, the 
dependent variables will be described. 
Design 
A quasi-experimental pre-POSHest research design was used to address the 
research question. All students enrolled in two inner city Kindergalten classrooms who 
are part of the Reading First Initiative were asked to paIticipate in this study. One 
classroom served as the control group and the other class served as the experimental 
group. The independent variable was the use of the Kindergarten-Peer Assisted Literacy 
Strategies (K-PALS) curriculum and/or the control group used the (Standard) 
Kindergalten curriculum (Mathes, Clancy-Menchetti, & Torgesen, 2001). The dependent 
variable was the effect of this intervention on the students' performances across various 
literacy skills, as measured by the DlBELS Letter Naming Fluency (LNF), Initial Sound 
Fluency (ISF), Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (PSF) and the Nonsense Word Fluency 
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(NWF) subtests. The analysis of the data includes a review of between-group data and 
within~group data. In addition, descriptive statistics will are included. 
Participants 
The proposed participants for this study were kindergatten students (n = 48) from 
an Early Childhood Center located in an inner city school in an urban school district in 
the northeastern PaIt of the United States. Each class consists of approximately 
students, each class consisting of native and non-native English speakers. Participants 
consisted of native English speakers and ELL students within the control group and an 
intervention Kindergarten group of native English speakers and ELL students. All of the 
students attended full day classes. 
Teachers 
Both of the Kindergarten teachers in the project are full time staffat one of the 
elementary schools in this district and both volunteered to participate in the research 
project. Teacher A, 55 years of age, received her Bachelor's Degree from Millersville 
University, and her Master's in Education (Reading Specialist) from Shippensburg 
University. She has been assigned to work with students for about 5 years and has 
taught for the same school district for 34 years. Teacher B, 26 years of age, received her 
Bachelor's degree from Millersville University in 2005 in Elementary Education, with a 
dual certification in Early Childhood Education. Teacher B is currently enrolled in a 
Master's Program from Wilkes University and is majoring in Early Childhood Literacy. 
Teacher B has worked with ESL students for 2 years. Prior to this, she taught second 
grade and kindergarten. She has also worked as a Student Teacher in Central Dauphin 
School District. Teacher A's class was assigned to be the control group class and Teacher 
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B's class was designated as the intervention class. The designation of intervention versus 
control group conditions was based on the teacher's willingness to participate as the 
intervention class. 
District Data 
The district in which the study was conducted consists of approximately 8000 
students, excluding the preschool population. The current enrollment ofEnglish 
Language Learners (ELL) is 705 students. The Spanish population in the district is 
diverse and includes students who are Puerto Rican, Mexican, Dominican, etc. There are 
984 total Latino students, 536 of whom are enrolled as ESL students. The remaining] 69 
ELL students are broken down into a variety of ethnicities/languages. The largest ELL 
populations in the district, other than Latinos, include: Vietnamese (n 68); Burmese (n 
= 23); Arabic (n 1); Urdu (n = 10); and French/French Creole (n = 10). Additional 
ethnicities included in the district population, which number under 10 students each, 
include: Nepali, Indonesian, Cham Vietnamese; Pushto/Farsi, Tirgrinya, Punjabi, 
Cambodian, Laotian, Chinese (unspecified), Mandingo, and Liberian. In all, the district 
currently includes the presence of more than twenty languages in their student 
population. The ESL department consists of twenty-eight instmctors. There are twelve 
para-professionals, one outreach Social Worker, and one English Language Acquisition 
(ELA) Supervisor. The ELA program provides students from other language 
backgrounds with subject matter instruction using the English language. The program 
includes the elements of the ELA classes but also incorporates the application of the 
English language skills to the teaching of other curriculum areas (science, math, social 
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studies, etc,). Push-in, pull-out classes, and one self-contained class exist at the 
kindergarten level. 
The theoretical model of the ELA instruction for the district (K-12) is content­
based, which means that English is learned within the context of the academic 
coursework. Both content and language objectives guide the instruction which is aligned 
with state content and ESL standards. In grades K-6, proficiency levels 1 and 2 are 
pulled for ELA instruction during a portion of the Language Arts block. One school has 
K-4 self-contained ELA classes because of a significant ELL population. The ELA 
teachers also push-in to co-teach proficiency levels 1 in guided reading and other 
aspects of comprehensive literacy within the four domains of listening, speaking, reading 
and writing. 
The district currently classifIes student language profIciency levels based on the 
World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) ACCESS Language Proficiency 
Test, which is administered to all English Language Learners. This test results in 5 levels 
ofEnglish language proficiency. Levell is considered to be the Entering stage, Students 
who are unable to speak or understand English fit into this category. Level 2 is classifIed 
as the Beginning stage. Students are classified as this level if they meet the following 
guidelines: 
a) The student understands and speaks conversational/academic English with 
some difficulty and/or hesitancy, 
b) The student can comprehend some of the lesson material and/or simplified 
directives. 
c) The student is at a pre-emergent/emergent English reading and writing level. 
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Level 3 is classified as the Developing stage. Students must meet the following 
guidelines to meet this classification: 
a) The student understands more English and can speak and use both 
conversational and academic language with less difficulty. 
b) The student is developing reading comprehension and increased writing skills. 
c) The student's English literacy skills allow the student to perform more tasks in 
the classroom setting across academic domains. 
Level 4 is classified as the Expanding leveL Students can be classified as Level 4 if they 
meet the following criteria: 
a) The student understands English without difficulty but speaks with slight 
hesitancy. 
b) The students reading and writing skills in the content areas improve to the 
extent that little assistance is necessary. 
Finally, Level 5 is achieved when the student has met the following criteria: 
a) The student understands and speaks conversational and academic English 
welL 
b) The student is near proficient in reading, writing, and content areas that are 
needed to achieve grade level expectations. 
c) The student requires only occasional support. (WIDA Consortium, 2004). 
Procedure 
Students whose parents allowed them to take part in the study participated either 
in the K-PALS intervention model or in control group conditions. The intervention group 
(n = 23) received the intervention in the regular education classroom setting. The 
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comparison group (n = 24) did not receive the peer assistance intervention in early 
literacy skills. All participants received a pre-test and a post-test to determine baseline 
skill levels and served as a measure of growth following the selected intervention. 
The regular education teacher for the class chosen to receive the intervention 
received K-P ALS training. The teacher and primary researcher met for 2 sessions for 
approximately one-half to one hour to view an educational overview of the K-P ALS 
program and to review the proper implementation of the K-PALS program. In addition, 
the intervention methods, procedures and any foreseeable problems were addressed. The 
K-PALS Teacher then introduced the K-PALS methodology to the st.udents and placed 
students into similarly matched dyads. The teacher divided students into the top half of 
the class and the lower half of the class, based on assessed skill leveL The teacher then 
matched the highest student in the top half with the highest student in the lower half and 
continued to pair students according to this method. Students in each dyad received 
instruction and modeling of the procedures and each was given a folder to record data 
during the implementation stage ofthe intervention. If a Reader (Student) cannot finish 
all of the games in 15 minutes and/or has more than one error per page, the lesson is too 
difficult. Each ofthese students requires additional practice with an adult (parent, aide, 
intern, practicum student, etc.), using the game sheets to guide the practice. The School 
Psychologist Intern for the district and the designated researcher for this project provided 
extra practice for the lower functioning students identified as needing extra practice. 
In addition to the typical 90 minute literacy block, students in the intervention 
group participated in groups with the K-PALS program, which was taught during 20­
minute sessions, approximately tour to five days a week for 12-15 weeks (Mathes, 
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Clancy-Menchetti, & Torgesen, 2001). The instructor taught the students how to do each 
activity, with one student starting as the Coach and the other student starting as the 
Reader. Each student had a turn, alternatively, to be the coach and the reader. The K­
PALS program provides scripted lessons for educators to utilize when instructing students 
how to conduct peer tutoring; this means that students work together in pairs as they 
focus on phonemic awareness and word recognition. Picture cards that represent words 
in the Letter Name, the Letter Sounds, and the Hearing Sounds "games" help to teach 
phonemic awareness skills. New letters are introduced daily by the instructor with daily 
reviews of previously learned letter names. Other activities include Letter Sounds 
routine, which teaches grapheme-phoneme correspondences and the Hearing Sounds 
routine, which teaches students to segment a word verbally into its phonemes and then to 
identify the beginning or ending sound in isolation. Sound Blending, Segmenting Words, 
and Sounding Out Words activities, which provide explicit strategies for sounding out 
words, help students to learn word recognition (Saenz, Fuchs & Fuchs, 2005). Fidelity 
for this intervention will be monitored periodically by the staff designated by the district. 
Students in the control group received the typical 90 minute block of literacy 
instruction, which consisted ofdaily alphabet chants and songs, guided reading, shared 
reading activities and independent early literacy/reading activities. The students received 
instruction in letters introduced randomly, at varying times, dependent upon the 
instructor. Similarly, the students were exposed to blending and segmenting tasks at 
varying times, dependent upon the instructor's lesson plan tor the week. The scope and 
sequence for kindergarten students in the district is aligned with the state standards for 
early literacy skills. 
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Assessments 
Students in the district receive benchmark testing using the Dynamic Indicators of 
Beginning and Early Literacy (DIBELS) tool. Students were assessed using the DIBELS 
Letter Naming Fluency (LNF), the Initial Sound Fluency (ISF), Phoneme Segmentation 
Fluency (PSF) and the Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF) measure of the DIBELS. See 
Table 2.1 for a description of subtests. The DIBELS LNF, ISF, PSF, and NWF skills 
were assessed at the start of the intervention and at the conclusion of the study to 
detennine the levels ofgrowth at the conclusion of the intervention phase. 
Table 2.1 
DIBLES Subtest Measure Areas 
Letter Knowledge Graphemes 
Initial Sound Fluency (ISF) Knowledge ofInitial Phonemes 
Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (PSF) Knowledge of Phonemic Awareness 
Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF) Knowledge of the Alphabetic Principle 
The LNF measure is an individually administered, standardized test which 
includes all the letters of the alphabet presented randomly. Students are asked to name as 
many letters as they can in one minute. Items on the ISF measure require students to 
produce the initial sound of the target word. For example, after being shown the picture, 
the child is asked, "What sound does ___ begin with?" Students are presented with 
four pictures as the examiner names each one, The student is then asked to identify the 
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word that begins with sound that the examiner produces orally. For example, the 
examiner would make a statement such as, "This is a coat, hat, box and table. Which 
picture begins with Ibl? The student must then choose among the four pictures to identify 
the correct response. 
The PSF is a standardized, individually administered measure of phonological 
awareness which has been found to be a good predictor of later reading achievement. 
This test increases a student's ability to segment three and four-phoneme words into their 
individual phonemes. For example, the examiner may present the word bat and the 
student may achieve three possible points for the word ifhe or she responds with b-a-t." 
The NWF measure assesses a student's understanding of the alphabetic principle. This 
measure requests students to blend letters in order to form words in which the letters 
represent their most common sounds. For the NWF test, students are presented with an 
8.5 X 11 piece of paper and asked to read c-v or c-v-c nonsense words. In this case, the 
examiner would present the stimulus word "hoj" and an acceptable student response 
could be either b-o-j or Iboj/. The student is given one minute to identify as many of the 
letter sounds or complete as many of the nonsense words as possible (Good & Kaminski, 
2002). 
The ISF, LNF, PSF and NWF measures were chosen because of the teclmical 
adequacy of the measures. The alternate form reliability of the DIDELS ISF measure 
administered in January of the kindergarten year is .72 (Good, Kaminski, Shinn, Laimon, 
Smith, & Flindt, 2004). The two-week alternate form reliability ofLr.."F, administered one 
month apart is .88 for kindergarten. When administered after one month, the alternate 
form reliability ofLNF is .88. In addition, research has also shown good predictive 
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validity for the kindergarten LNF with regard to standard scores on the reading cluster of 
the Woodcock Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery-Revised (Good, Kaminski, Shinn, 
Laimon, Smith, & Flindt, 2004). Finally, the PSF measure was chosen because it has 
been found to have good predictive validity for a student's future reading ability. The 
DIBELS PSF has 20 alternate forms, which allows for multiple administrations over 
time. When administered after two weeks, the DIBELS PSF has shown an alternate form 
reliability of .88 and when administered again after a one month period the alternate form 
reliability was. 79. The DIBELS NWF test presents the child with a list of consonant­
vowel-consonant or vowel-consonant nonsense words. The student is asked to read the 
list of words while the evaluator notes the words that are read correctly. The NWF score 
represents the total number of sounds constituting each of the nonsense words presented. 
The student has one minute to respond to the test items presented. The alternate form 
reliability for NWF using first grade norms (January) was .83 (Kaminski & Good, 1996). 
Data Collection 
Pre and Post-test assessments were completed by the teaching staff and the 
designated Instmctional Facilitator in the building. Staff members who complete the 
assessments have been previously trained by the school district and have been responsible 
for completing DIBLES benchmark and progress monitoring data for students in their 
designated grade/class. Benchmark Assessments are generally conducted in the fall, 
winter and spring sessions but progress monitoring occurs weekly for students identified 
as needing intensive intervention. Each child was assessed individually in a quiet location 
separate from other classroom activities and data was put into the DIBELS Data System. 
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The principal researcher accessed the DIBELS Data System and transferred student 
scores into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) data file for analysis. 
As part of the Pre-Post-test data, the researcher asked the intervention class 
instructor the following questions related to the K-P ALS in order to obtain additional data 
regarding teacher perceptions related to the efficacy of the intervention and the ease of 
administration: 
Ql: Which aspects ofthe program do you believe are the most useful? 

Q2: Do you believe the students will enjoy the activities? 

Q3: Do you believe the program is time effective? 

Q4: What aspects do you think work tor ESL students and which ones 

do you think will not work for this population? 
Q5: Who do you think will benefit the most from this program? (target 
population, whole group or teacher). 
Q6: How much time/effort do you think will be needed on your part for 
preparation! administration of the intervention? 
Q7: How efIective do you believe this program will be for your students? 
Additional data collected on the student population included demographic data 
such as: age, gender, regular or special education status, socio-economic status as 
assessed by free/reduced lunch status, ethnicity, primary language, and ESL status. 
Ethical Considerations 
The present study was designed to ensure the safety and well-being of the 
participating students. School Psychologists are guided by the National Association of 
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School Psychologists (NASP) code of ethics. When conducting research in the schools, 
School Psychologists must follow three broad ethical principles from the Belmont Report 
(1979): (1) Respect for persons; (2) Beneficence and (3) Justice. Beneficence is the 
obligation of the School Psychologist to do no harm. Justice is the obligation of School 
Psychologist to ensure that all persons share equally in the benefits and burdens related to 
the research. The identification of possible risks must be delineated for the parents and 
informed consent (consent must be given knowingly) must be obtained. In addition, the 
district obtained parental permission and affirmative assent for participation of children. 
Further, researchers following these ethical guidelines ensure that there is minimal risk to 
all participants in that the study (Herlihy, 2002; Jacob & Harthstone, 2007). The present 
study followed these previously mentioned guidelines when conducting this research. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
Results 
Descriptive statistics were used to show the means and standard deviations of the 
individual scores of students who were receiving the intervention and those students in 
the comparison group, as well as means and standard deviations for the groups. In 
addition, inferential statistics, such as t-tests were used to determine statistical 
significance between the intervention group and the control group. 
Descriptive Statistics 
The current enrollment of English Language Learners (ELL) is 705 students. 
There are 984 total Latino students in this school district, 536 of whom are enrolled as 
ESL students. In all, the district currently has more than twenty languages spoken by the 
student population. The ESL department consists of twenty-eight instlUctors, twelve 
para-professionals, one outreach Social Worker, and one English Language Acquisition 
(ELA) Supervisor. The district ethnic demographics are reported in Table 3.1. The study 
sample consisted of 48 Kindergalten students. Table 3.2 shows the numbers of students 
in the study with regard to gender, age, languages spoken, socioeconomic status, the 
instlUctional program in which the students were enrolled and the language programming 
students were receiving. A higher percentage of the respondents were female (female n = 
29; male n 19). The largest ethnic popUlation was Hispanic (n 21) and the most 
common language spoken by the students in the study was Spanish. Seventy-seven 
percent of the students were age five. The demographics of this district include a high 
percentage of low income students; specifically, 83% of the students in the study received 
PEER STRATEGIES 52 
free/reduced lunch. There were only two students who were emolled as students who 
receive specialized educational services; both were in the control group. 
Table 3.1 
Ethnicities/Languages Spoken in District 
Spanish 
Vietnamese 

Burmese 

Arabic 

Urdu 

FrenchlFrench Creole 

Nepali * 

Indonesian* 

Cham Vietnamese* 

Pushto/Farsi * 

Tirgrinya* 

Punjabi* 

Cambodian* 

Laotian* 

Chinese (unspecified)* 

Mandingo* 

Liberian* 

*Fewer than 10 students in this group 
Number Students 
539 
68 
23 
11 
10 
10 
>10 
>10 
>10 
>10 
>10 
>10 
>10 
>10 
>10 
>10 
>10 
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Table 3.2 
Demographic Frequency Percentage 
Male 19 40 
Female 29 60 
Age 5 37 77 
6 11 23 
Language English 19 40 
Spanish 21 44 
Vietnamese 3 6 
Burmese 2 4 
Arabic 1 2 
Cambodian 1 2 
French 1 2 
Socioeconomic Status Free/Reduced Lunch 40 83 
Regu lar Lunch 8 17 
InstlUctional Program Regular Education 46 96 
Special Education 2 4 
Language Program ESL 28 58 
Non-ESL 20 42 
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This study included two educators and a research assistant who volunteered to 
participate in the study. Both teachers work in the same inner city school district and both 
work with ESL students. Teachers in this study varied in terms of the years of teaching 
experience and the number of years providing specialized educational supports to the 
growing number of culturally and linguistically diverse students in the district. Both 
educators have additional training in literacy, Teacher A (Control) has earned a Master's 
Degree as a Reading Specialist and Teacher B (K-PALS) is currently pursuing her 
Master's Degree in Early Childhood Literacy. A Master's level School Psychology Intern 
assisted with providing additional intervention time, as specified with the K-P ALS 
program, with students identified by the instmctor as needing additional one-to-one 
assistance. 
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Differences in Experience 
40 
~ 30 
l 
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"" 
III --------~ Years Teaching 
<:;) ~o Years Vlith ESL ~ 10 -----­
o 
Teacher A (Control) TeacberB 
(K-PALS) 
Figure 3 .1 Years ofgeneral teaching experience and experience working with ESL 
students for teachers in study. 
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Pre-test Results 
The pre-test differences between intervention group and control group are 
reflected in Table 3,3. Results showed that students in the K-PALS and Control groups 
did differ signif1cantly at pre-test on the ISF measure, t (28) = 2.243, P = .033 and on the 
PSF, t (40) -3.323, P = .002. They did not evidence significant differences tor LNF or 
for NWF at the start of the intervention. The mean score for LNF tor the Control group 
was 44.00 and the mean score for the K-PALS group was 37.65. On the ISF measure, the 
control group earned a mean score 01'36.00 but the X·PALS groups mean score was 
51.26. Control group mean score for PSF at the start of the intervention was 46.64, and 
the mean score for theK-PALS group was 30.47. Finally, the mean score on the NWF 
measure for control group and K-PALS group is as follows: Control M = 28.32; K-PALS 
M=30.86. 
Table 3.3 
Control 25 36.00 
K-PALS PSF 23 30.48 12.4 .323 39.99 .002 
Control 46.64 20.57 
K-PALS LNF 23 37.65 18.58 -1.445 33.80 .158 
Control 25 44.00 10.34 
K-PALS NWF 23 30.87 17.55 .543 46 .590 
Control 25 28.32 14.98 
When evaluating the differences between the ESL and Non-ESL students, the 
results show a significant difference in the area ofPSF, t (46) = -2.622,p = .012. All 
other measures indicated that the ESL and Non-ESL students did not differ significantly 
28 44.04 22.99 .242 38.27 
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in their performances across the measures assessed. The pre-test differences between ESL 
and Non-ESL students are reflected in Table 3.4. 
Table 3.4 
.810 
Non­
20 42.30 25.58ESL 
ESL PSF 28 33.21 17.60 -2.612 40.52 .013 
Non­
20 46.85 17.99ESL 
ESL LNF 28 41.07 14.58 .061 46 .952 
Non­ 20 40.80 16.06ESL 
ESL NWF 28 30.82 16.14 .646 46 .521 
Non­ 20 27.75 16.37ESL 
The pre-test differences between males and females are ret1ected in Table 3.5. In 
evaluating pretest differences for gender differences, the results do not indicate 
significant difTerences between males and females at the start of the intervention. See 
Table 3.5 fbr number of students, means, standard deviations, t test scores, degrees of 
freedom and levels of significance. 
Table 3.5 
Sign (2 
Male ISF 19 40.26 17.69 -.713 46 .479 
Female 29 45.31 27.26 
Male PSF 19 39.16 17.78 .077 46 .939 
Female 29 38.72 19.81 
Male LNF 19 40.89 10.81 -.023 46 .981 
Female 29 4l.00 17.47 
Male NWF 19 30.95 12.18 .485 46 .630 
Female 29 28.62 18.42 
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Post-test Results 
Results from this study showed that, overall, the majority of the students did 
increase in their early literacy skills, with a small percentage of students showing little to 
no growth in skills. Pre-test scores on these measures are reported in Figure 3.2. The 
post-test results for each DIBELS measure can be seen in Table 3.6. 
Table 3.6 
DIBELS n 
K-PALS 	 LNF2 23 53.96 14.47 

ISF2 23 46.13 22.89 

PSF2 23 50.83 10.37 

NWF2 23 46.65 16.54 
Control 	 LNF2 23 55.13 12.03 

ISP2 22 50.18 21.83 

PSF2 22 66.54 6.76 

l\TWF2 23 54.65 14.83 
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Figure 3.2 DIBELS Pre-Test and Post-test Mean Scores for LNF, PSF, ISF, and NWF. 

Note. DIBELS Middle 2 Benchmark goals (LNF S 31; ISF < 25; PSF < 23; NWF S 16). 
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Research Question One 
The first research question, "Did students make gains in basic reading skills?" was 
broken into four individual questions as follows: 
a) Did the ESL students in the K-PALS class show significant gains? 
b) Did the Non~ESL students in the K-PALS class show significant gains? 
c) Did the ESL students in the Control group show significant gains? 
d) Did the Non~ESL students in the Control group show significant 
gains? 
The results for la) "Did the ESL students in the K-PALS class show significant 
gains?" is as follows: Paired samples t tests were conducted to assess differences 
between pre-test and post-test scores for students on each of the DIBELS measures 
assessed. There was a significant difference in the scores for K-PALS ESL Pre-test (M := 
40.14, SD = 17.51) and K-PALS ESL LNF Post-test (M= 55.50, SD 13.12) conditions; 
t (13) = 4.343,p == .001. There was no significance found in the difference between 
scores for K-PALS ESL Pre-test (M = 54.07, SD = 26.34) and K-PALS ESL ISF Post-test 
(M= 48.07, SD =23.15) conditions; t (13) == -.753,p = .465. There was a significant 
difference in the scores for K-PALSESL Pre-test (IYl= 29.29, (:.,7) == 11.05) and K-PALS 
ESL PSF Post-test (M = 49.64, SD = 9.05) conditions; t (13) == 7.102, P = .001. Finally, 
when determining whether or not ELL students in the K-PALS condition showed 
significant growth in NWF, results revealed that ELL students in the K-PALS condition 
did evidence significantly stronger skills in NWF, I( 13) = 5.207, P == .001. There was a 
significant difference in the scores for K-PALS ESL Pre-test (M = 34.07, SD == 15.40) and 
K-PALSESL NWF Post-test (M = 52.71, SD == 15.82) conditions. See Figure 3.3 for pre­
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and Post-test comparisons (LNF, ISF, PSF and NWF) for ESL students in the K-PAIS 
condition, 
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K-PALS ESL pretest and Post-test scores on LNF, ISF, PSF, and NWF. 
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The results for 1 b) "Did the Non-ESL students in the K-PALS class show 
significant gains?" is as follows: There was a significant difference in the scores for K­
PALS Non-ESL Pre-test (M= 33.78, SD = 120.58) and K-PALS Non-ESL LNF Post-test 
(M= 51.56, S'D = 37.52) conditions; t (8) = 5.445,p = .001. There was no significance 
found in the difference between scores for K-PALSNon-ESL Pre-test (M = 46.89, SD = 
37.53) and K-PALSNon-ESL ISF Post-test (M =43.11, SD=23.51) conditions; 1(8) =­
.352,p = .734. There was a significant difference in the scores for K-PALSNon-ESL 
Pre-test (M= 32.33, SD = 14.87) and K-PALSNon-ESL PSF Post-test (M = 52.67, S'D = 
12.50) conditions; t (8) = 7.067,p = .001. Finally, when determining whether or not 
Non-ELL students in the K-PALS condition showed significant growth in NWF, results 
revealed that Non-ESL students in the K-PALS condition evidenced significantly 
stronger skills in NWF, 1(8) = 3.026, P = .016. There was a significant difference in the 
scores for K-PALSNon-ESL Pre-test (M= .89, S'D = 20.38) and K-PALSNon-ESL 
NWF Post-test (M =37.22, SD = 13.41) conditions. See Figure 3.4 for K-PALSNon­
ESL pretest and Post-test scores on LNF, ISF, PSF, and NWF. 
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K-PALSNon-ESL pretest and Post-test scores on LNF, ISF, PSF, and NWF. 
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The results for Ic) "Did the ESL students in the Control group show significant 
gains?" is as follows: There was a significant difference in the scores for Control group 
ESL Pre-test (M = 41.34, SD = 11.70) and Control group ESL LNF Post-test (M= 51.69, 
SD = 11.88) conditions; 1(12) = 4.360,p .001. There was no significance found in the 
difference between scores for Control group ESL Pre-test (M = 33.42, /::(7) =14.64) and 
Control group ESL ISF Post-test (M= 44.67, SD= 25.66) conditions; t (11) = 2.015,p = 
.069. There was a significant difference in the scores for Control group ESL Pre-test (M 
= 34.69, SD = 20.92) and Conlrol group ESL PSF Post-test (M = 65.46, SD = 7.89) 
conditions; t (12) = 5.502,p .001. Finally, when determining whether or not ESL 
students in the Control group condition showed significant growth in NWF, results 
revealed that ESL students in Control group condition did evidence significantly stronger 
skills in NWF, 1(12) = 4.996, P = .001. There was a significant difference in the scores 
for Control group ESL Pre-test (M = 26.38, SD 16.83) and Control group ESL NWF 
Post-test (M = 54.23, SD = 17.23) conditions. See Figure 3.5 for Control Group ESL 
pretest and Post-test scores on LNF, ISF, PSF, and NWF. 
-----
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Figure 3.5 
Control Group ESL pretest and Post-test scores on LNF, ISF, PSF, and NWF. 
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The results for Id) "Did the Non-ESL students in the Control group class show 
signiflcant gains?" is as follows: There was a significant difference in the scores for 
Control group Non-ESL Pre-test (M= 46.30, SD =8.82) and Control group Non-ESL 
LNF Post-test (M = 59.60, SD = 11.25) conditions; t(9) = 4.277, p == .002. Signiflcance 
was found in the difference between scores for Control group Non-ESL Pre-test (M = 
37.90, SD 9.27) and Control group Non-ESL ISF Post-test (M = 56.80, SD = 14.78) 
conditions; 1(9) = 4.366, P .002. There was no significant difference in the scores for 
Control group Non-ESL Pre-test (M == 58.00, SD = 10.56) and Control group Non-ESL 
PSF Post-test (M =68.11, c)1) 4.65) conditions; t(8) = 2.219,p = .057. Finally, when 
determining whether or not Non-ESL students in the Control group condition showed 
significant growth in NWF, results revealed that Non-ESL students in the Control group 
condition evidenced significantly stronger skills in NWF, 1(9) = 8.598,p = .001. There 
was a significant difference in the scores for Control group Non-ESL Pre-test (M = 
29.50, SD = 13.78) and Control group Non-ESL NWF Post-test (M = 55.20, SD = 11.90) 
conditions. See Figure 3.6 for Control Group Non-ESL pretest and Post-test scores on 
LNF, ISF, PSF, and NWF. 
----
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Control Group Non-ESL pretest and Post-test scores on LNF, ISF, PSF, and NWF. 
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Research Question Two 
The second research question posed by the principal investigator was, "Did the K­
FALSESL make more gains than the Control group ESL?" The analysis for this research 
question was done by utilizing pre-Post-test difference scores (for example ISF2- ISF1); 
therefore, positive scores indicate gains in student scores but negative numbers indicate 
loss of skills or lowered scores, For the second hypothesis, when comparing the K-PALS 
ESL versus Control group ESL ISF2-ISF difference scores, there were no significant 
differences in the posttest-pretest ISF scores for K-PALS ESL (M = -6.00, SD = 29,80) 
and Control group ESL (M = 11.25, SD = 19.34) conditions; t(24) = -.1716, P .099. 
This, therefore, indicates that the students in the K-PALS condition did not score 
significantly higher on the ISF subtest at the conclusion of the study. 
When comparing the K-PALS ESL versus Control group ESL LNF2-LNF 
difference scores, there were no significant differences in the posttest-pretest LNF scores 
for K-PALS ESL (M= 15.35, SD = 13.22) and Control group ESL (M= 10.38, SD = 8.59) 
conditions; t(25)= 1.148, P = .262. This, therefore, indicates that the K-PALS students did 
not score significantly higher on the LNF subtest than the Control group on LNF at the 
conclusion of the study. 
When reviewing the findings of the Levine's test of Equality of variance, the 
observed significance level for the F test was larger than. 05 for all of the measures with 
the exception of PSF (F =9.555, P = .005), indicating that the group variances were not 
equal for this measure. Therefore, the researcher viewed the equal variances not assumed 
column for the t test value. This takes into account the dissimilar variances in the 
two groups by adjusting the degrees of freedom. Therefore, when comparing the K-PALS 
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ESL versus Control group ESL PSF2-PSF difference scores, there were no significant 
differences in the posttest-pretest PSF scores for K-PALS ESL (M= 20.36, SD = 10.73) 
and Control group ESL (M = 30.77, SD = 20.16) conditions; t(18)= -1.657,p = .115. 
This, therefore, indicates that the K-PALS" students did not score significantly higher on 
the PSF subtest than the Control group at the conclusion of the study. 
When comparing the K-PALS ESL versus Control group ESL NWF2-NWF 
difference scores, there were no significant differences in the posttest-pretest NWF scores 
for K-PALS ESL (M= 18.64, SD = 13.40) and Control group ESL (M = 27.84, SD = 
20.09) conditions; t(2S)= 1.410, P = .171. This, therefore, indicates that the K-PALS 
students did not score significantly higher on the NWF subtest than the Control group on 
NWF at the conclusion of the study. 
Research Question Three 
The results of the third hypothesis "Did the K-PALS Non-ESL make more gains 
than the Control group Non-ESL?" revealed that for this hypothesis the K-PALS Non­
ESL group showed more gains than the Control group Non-ESL participants only in the 
area ofNWF. When comparing the K-PALc)' Non-ESL versus Control group Non-ESL 
NWF2-NWF difference scores, there were significant differences in the posttest-pretest 
NWF scores for K-PALSNon-ESL (M = 11.33, SD = 11.24) and Control group Non-ESL 
(M = 25.70, SD 9.45) conditions; t(17) -3.027,p = .008., thus indicating that the K­
PALS Non-ESL students scored higher on the N\\'P subtest than the Control group NOl1­
ESL on NWF at the conclusion of the study. The third hypothesis findings reveal that the 
only measure showing significance is NWF for the non-ESL groups. The students in this 
group showed higher skills at the time ofthe post-testing. 
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When reviewing the findings the Levine's test ofEquality of variance, the 
observed significance level for the F test was larger than .05 for all of the measures with 
the exception ofISF (F = 5.182,p = .036), indicating that the group variances were not 
equal for this measure. Therefore, the researcher viewed the equal variances not assumed 
column for the t test value. This takes into account the dissimilar variances in the 
two groups by adjusting the degrees of freedom. For the third hypothesis, when 
comparing the K-PALS Non-ESL versus Control group Non-ESL ISF2-ISF difference 
scores, there were no significant differences in the posttest-pretest ISF scores for K-PALS 
Non-ESL (M= -3.77, SD = 32.20) and Control group Non-ESL (M = 18.90, ::,l) = 13.69) 
conditions; f(1O.57)= -1.960,p = .077. This, therefore, indicates that the students in the 
K-PALS condition had comparable gains with the Control group Non-ESL students on 
the ISF measure. 
When comparing the K-PALS ESL versus Control group Non-ESL LNF2~LNF 
difference scores, there were no significant differences in the posttest-pretest PSF scores 
for K-PALSNon-ESL (M= 17.78, SD = 9.80) and Control group Non-ESL (M= 13.30, 
SD == 9.83 conditions; t(17)= .993, P .335. This, therefore, indicates that the students in 
the K-PALS condition had comparable gains with the Control group Non-ESL students 
on the LNF measure. 
When comparing the K-PALS ESL versus Control group Non-ESL PSF2-PSF 
difference scores, there were no significant differences in the posttest-pretest PSF scores 
for K-PALSNon-ESL (M=- 20.33, Sf) = 8.63) and Control group Non-ESL (M = 20.33, 
Sf) = 8.63 conditions; 1(16)= 1.897,p = .076. This, therefore, indicates that the students 
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in the K-PALS condition had comparable gains with the Control group Non-ESL students 
on the PSF measure. 
Research Question Four 
An additional hypothesis tested in this study was whether or not students in the K­
PALS condition would show greater gains in LNF than in NWF. This analysis was done 
with difference scores comparing the gains in LNF with the gains in NWF. For the K­
PALS class there was a mean difference of only. 5 raw score points, indicating the gains 
in LNF were equal to the gains in NWF. Therefore, the results do not suggest more 
significant growth in LNF over NWF for the K-PALS students t (22) .164, p =.872. 
Research Question Five 
The principal investigator of this study wished to investigate if there were any 
gender differences within the K-PALS condition. Specit1cally, "Will females in the K­
PALS group show greater gains than males in theK-PALS condition?" Results showed 
that there were no significant differences between the performances of females over 
males on any of the measures. 
When comparing the K-PALS Males versus K-PALS Females ISF2-ISF difference 
scores, there were no significant differences in the posttest-pretest ISF scores for K-PALS 
Males (M= 5.22, SD = 25.87) and K-PALS Females (M -11.78, SD = 31.54 conditions; 
/(21) -1.349, P = .192. This, therefore, indicates that the male students in the K-PALS 
condition had comparable gains with the female students in the K-PALS condition on the 
ISF measure. 
When comparing the K-PALS Males versus K-PALS Females LNF2-L1\TF 
difference scores, there were no significant differences in the posttest-pretest LNF scores 
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forK-PALSMales (M= 16.33, SD= 11.96) andK-PALSFemales (M= 16.29,::'1) 
12.19) conditions; t(21) .009, P .993. This, therefore, indicates that the male students 
in the K-PALS condition had comparable gains with the female students in the K-PALS 
condition on the LNF measure. 
When comparing the K-PALS Males versus K-PALS Females PSF2-PSF 
difference scores, there were no significant differences in the posttest-pretest PSF scores 
for K-PALS Males (M = ] 6.55, SD = 11.31) and K-PALS Females (M = 22.79, 51) = 
8.11) conditions; /(21)= -1.542, P = .138. This therefore indicates that the male students 
in the K-PALS condition had comparable gains with the female students in the K-PALS 
condition on the PSF measure. 
When comparing the K-PALS Males versus K-PALS Females NWF2-NWF 
difference scores, there were no significant differences in the posttest-pretest NWF scores 
for K-PALS Males (M = 13.11, SD = 9.68) and K-PALS Females (M = 17.50,::'1) = 
14.63) conditions; 1(21)= -.792,p = .437. This, therefore, indicates that the male students 
in the K-PALS condition had comparable gains with the female students in the K-PALS 
condition on the NWF measure. See 3.7 for means, standard deviations, t-test scores, 
degrees of freedom, and significance levels for hypothesis five. 
Table 3.7 
Sign (2 
Teacher Sex DIBELS N M SD t 
K-PALS 9 5.22 25.87 1.349 21 .192 
Female 14 -11.79 31.54 
Male LNFDIFF 9 16.33 11.96 .009 21 .993 
Female 14 16.29 12.19 
Male PSFDIFF 9 16.56 11.32 -1.542 21 .138 
Female 14 22.79 8.11 
Male NWFDIFF 9 13.11 9.68 -.792 21 .437 
Female 14 17.50 14.63 
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Additional Data Analysis 
As part of the pre~posHest data, the researcher asked the intervention class 
instructor the following questions relative to the K-PALS in order to obtain additional 
data regarding teacher perceptions related to the efficacy of the intervention and the ease 
of administration: 
Data revealed the foHowing teacher responses at the onset and at the conclusion of the 

study: 

Q1: Which aspects ofthe program do you believe are the most useful? 

AI: 	 Pretest response: The repetition of the skills. 
Posttest response: The repetition and use of peer buddies were the most useful 
aspects of the program. 
Q2: Do you believe the students will enjoy the activities? 
A2: Pretest response: I think they will enjoy the activities 
Posttest response: Yes, the students enjoyed the activities. 
Q3: Do you believe the program is time effective? 
Pretest response: If it were earlier in the year, these skills are ones that most of 
my students can do: letter recognition, letter sounds, rhyming ... 
Posttest response: The program was not the best use of time for the students in 
this class, at this time in the school year. 
Q4: What aspects do you think work for ESL students and which ones 
do you think will not work for this population? 
A4: 	 Pretest response: The buddy learning will be beneficial for ESL students because 
they can get the repetition and can use language with their peers. 
Posttest response: The repetition worked for ESL and working with peers. 
However, ESL students did not know the basic pictures and vocabulary that we 
were given. Many needed assistance with this. 
Q5: Who do you think will benefit the most from this program? 
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AS: 	 Pretest response: I hope that my lowest- level achieving students will benefit 
from the activities, ESL and regular education students. 
Posttest response: The lower functioning students in the class and the ESL 
students. The higher level students needed to be challenged and this was not 
challenging enough for them. 
Q6: How much time/effort do you think will be needed on your part for the 
preparation/administration of the intervention? 
A6: 	 Pretest response: I do not think that it will take up too much extra time, 
monitoring the students-- during the buddy activities will be the hardest only 
because of time restraints; however, the rest of it is pretty easy to follow, 
especially because it is scripted. 
Posttest response: There is no preparation time needed. Note: The teacher was not 
completing the additional intervention support for the lowest functioning students. 
Q7: 	 How effective do you believe this program will be for your students? 
A7: 	 Pretest response: I think it will be effective for my low to medium level students 
that need that extra practice. 
Posttest response: This program did not meet the educational needs of the 
students at this point in the school year. The program would have proven more 
effective had it been implemented at the start of the school year. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
Discussion 
Given the increasing numbers ofEnglish Language Learners who are part of the 
educational system in the United States and the limited educational supports available, it 
is imperative that more research be conducted to promote the educational success of this 
student population. Previous studies have shown second language learners, even those 
with orthographies that differ from their first languages, benefit from expl1cit instruction 
in the sound-symbol system of their second languages (Lenters, 2004; Wallace, 2001). 
Research tells us that ELL students can learn to read in English even when they have not 
yet acquired strong oral skills in English. However, learning to read becomes easier when 
paired with activities that also increase their oral language skills (Linan-Thompson & 
Vaughn, 2007). 
Research supports the need for explicit instruction to develop the early literacy of 
second language learners. Student learning is most likely to occur when student attention 
is captured. Similarly, practice and repetition serve as one method for increasing student 
memories regarding skills being taught (Willis, 2006). Brain-based learning suggests that 
students who are actively engaged with the material will retain more knowledge than 
those who are less actively engaged (Ruhl, Hughes, & Schloss, 1987). Students who 
"coach" other students as directed in the K-PALS program, will likely increase their own 
abilities to remember (Ehly & Larsen, 1980; Goodlad & Hirst, 1989). 
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The purpose of this study was to determine the effectiveness of the K-PALS 
program for English Language Learners. The study included 48 Kindergarten students 
from an inner city school district. The K-PALS intervention occurred over a 12 week 
period in which students received 60 K-PALS lessons. K-PALS lessons lasted for 
approximately 20 minutes during which time students took turns as "coach" and "reader." 
Fol1owing the intervention, student skills were assessed via post-test assessments; 
analyses were then conducted. 
DIBELS provides benchmark levels which are considered to be minimal 
standards for student achievement. Therefore it is impoltant to recognize that DIBELS 
benchmarks are not considered goals for student achievement. Under this system, 
educators are provided with interim standards which measure progress toward the goal. 
Interim descriptors are "At Risk", "Some Risk" and "Low Risk". These descriptors are 
used to identify students who are working toward the benchmarks. Later, after students 
should have met the benchmarks, the descriptors change in order to renect how far below 
the goal students are at that time. The descriptors suggesting how close students are to 
benchmarks include "Deficit, "Emerging," or "Established" (Hall, 2006). See Table 4.1 
for Kindergarten Benchmarks. 
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Table 4.1 Kindergarten Benchmarks for DIDELS measures. 
K inc:1ergarten Bench larks 
Terms for Risk Levels 
r-
Winter AsSeSS~~Pring Assessment 
Letter 0-14 At Risk 0 -i8 At Risk 
Naming 
Fluency 
15·26 Some Risk 19-30 Some Risk 
r-:-::27 and Low Risk 30· above Low Risk 
above 
Initial Sound 0·9 Deficit 0-11 Deficit 
Fluency 
~Tt)" 24 Emerging 12 ­ 24 Emerging 
25 and Established 25 and Established 
above above 
------­ -­
Phoneme 0 6 At Risk 0·7 At Risk 
Segmentation 
Fluency 
7 ·17 Some Risk 8 -22 Some Risk 
18 and Low Risk 23 and Low Risk 
above above 
._­
Nonsense 0-4 At Risk 0-7 At Risk 
Word 
Fluency 
5 - 12 Some Risk 8~ 1.5 Some Risk 
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13 - above Low Risk 16 and 1Low Risk 
, 
above I I 
*NOTE Bilged 011 FOllr Assessment Periods Pel' Yenr: Beginning and end 
of year goals and status are based on the DIBELS goals and status for 
assessing tllfee times pel' year. Middle 1 and Middle 2 are estimated goals and 
status based on a linear, curvilinear, 01' rational analysis of progress over the 
course of the year using the beginning, middle, and end of year status from Ole 
3-assessmenHimes-per-year DIBELS goals as anchor points. 
Research Question One 
The first research question, "Did students make gains in basic reading skills?" was 
broken into four palts as follows: 
a. Did the ESL students in the K-PALS class show significant gains? 
b. Did the Non-ESL students in the K-PAU/ class show significant gains? 
c. Did the ESL students in the Control group show significant gains? 
d. Did the Non-ESL students in the Control group show significant gains? 
The results of this research question indicate that the students in the K-PALS 
group did meet conventional levels of significance across all measures with the exception 
ofiSF both for the ESL and for the Non-ESL students. Similarly, the control group ESL 
students made significant gains in LNF, PSF and NWF, but not in ISF. Finally, the 
Control group Non-ESL students evidenced gains in LNF, ISF, and NWF, but not in PSF. 
See Table 4.2 for means, standard deviations, t scores, df, and levels of significance. 
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Table 4.2 
K-PALS DmELS M Sf) T df 
tailed) 
ESL LNF-LNF2 -15.36 13.23 -4.34 13 .001 
ISF-ISF2 6.00 29.80 ,753 13 .465 
PSF-PSF2 -29,36 10,725 -7.102 13 *.000 
NWF-NWF2 -18.64 13.397 -5.207 13 .*000 
Non-ESL LNF-LNF2 -17.78 9.795 .445 8 *.001 
ISF-ISF2 3.78 32.198 .352 8 .734 
PSF-PSF2 -20.33 8,631 -7.067 8 *.000 
NWF-NWF2 -11.33 11.236 -3.026 8 *.016 
Control 
Group 
ESL LNF-LNF2 -10,38 8.588 -4.360 12 *.001 
ISF-ISF2 -11.25 19.340 -2.015 11 .069 
PSF-PSF2 -30.77 20.162 502 12 *.000 
NWF-NWF2 -27.85 20.095 -4.996 12 *.000 
Non-ESL LNF-LNF2 -13.30 9.832 -4.277 9 *.002 
ISF-ISF2 -18.90 13.691 -4.366 9 *.002 
PSF-PSF2 -10.11 13.670 19 8 .057 
NWF-NWF2 -25.70 9.452 -8.598 9 *.000 
'I< P < .05 
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Overall, the ESL students in the intervention group did show improved scores and 
all but one student fell within the expected ranges for Kindergarten students, based upon 
spring benchmark standards. The one student who did not show any improvements 
despite the intervention program is an entry-level ESL student who speaks French. 
Specifically, students are expected to achieve a minimum score on the DlBELS LNF of:S 
30 in order to reach benchmarks for this testing period. The K-PALS ESL students had a 
mean score of 55. 50 for LNF. See Table 4.3 for mean scores on all DlBELS posHest 
scores for ESL and Non-ESL students. When measuring adequate student growth in PSF, 
the DmELS benchmark for spring assessments is PSF score of:S 23. The mean score for 
ESL students on this measure was 49.64. The students' abilities to identify initial 
phonemes were also assessed. According the DlBELS Data System, benchmarks for 
students who are tested in the spring should be equal to or higher than ISF score of:::: 25. 
ESL students assessed in the K-PALS group had a mean score of 48.07 on the spring 
assessment. There were three students in this subgroup who failed to meet minimum 
benchmark goals. In the area ofthe alphabetic principle, students are expected to achieve 
a minimum score of:S 16 on the Nonsense Word Fluency measure for the spring 
assessment. The mean score for the K-PALS students in NWF was 52.71. Therefore, data 
show that students did acquire the necessary skills for early literacy, skills that are 
necessary and which may help to diminish the significant gaps in achievement between 
them and their native English speaking peers. 
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Table 4.3 
ESL 	 DIBELS N Maximum M SD 
ESL 	 ISF2 14 87.00 9.00 96.00 48.07 23.15 
PSF2 14 25.00 35.00 60.00 49.64 9.05 
LNF2 14 40.00 40.00 80.00 55.50 13.13 
NWF2 14 50.00 27.00 77.00 52.71 15.85 
Non- ISF2 9 67.00 13.00 80.00 43.11 23.51ESL 
PSF2 9 39.00 30.00 69.00 52.67 12.50 
LNF2 9 47.00 35.00 82.00 51.55 16.90 
NWF2 9 41.00 17.00 58.00 37.22 13.41 
Control ESL ISF2 12 83.00 17.00 100.00 44.67 25.66 
PSF2 13 25.00 51.00 76.00 65.46 7.89 
LNF2 13 37.00 38.00 75.00 51.69 11.88 
NWF2 13 66.00 26.00 92.00 54.23 17.23 
Non- ISF2 10 47.00 33.00 80.00 56.80 14.78ESL 
PSF2 9 ]2.00 60.00 72.00 68.1 ] 4.65 
LNF2 10 33.00 44.00 77.00 59.60 11.25 
NWF2 10 40.00 42.00 82.00 55.20 11.90 
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Research Question Two 
In evaluating the second research question posed by the principal investigator, 
"Did the K-PALS ESL make more gains than the Control group ESL?" the results did not 
meet levels of significance for the K-PALS ESL students when compared with the 
Control group ESL students, The ESL students who patticipated in the K-PALS 
intervention did increase their scores in the following areas assessed: LNF (x = 15 point 
gain); PSF (x = 20 point gain); and NWF (x = ] 9 point gain). 
In the area ofISF K-PALS, ESL students decreased their overall scores by six raw 
score points on average. For this hypothesis, the findings revealed that the K-PALS ESL 
group did not show significantly higher gains than the control group participants across 
any of the measures, despite the overall gain in raw scores, One reason for this could be 
the fact that both groups began the study with most of the students already at benchmark 
levels, thus limiting the amount of growth. Similarly, the intervention project occurred 
over a 12 week period which may have limited the amounts of growth that students could 
achieve in a relatively brief period of time. Although ESL students in the K-PALS group 
showed slightly lowered scores on ISF fl'om Pre-test to Post-test, it should be noted that 
only one student was identified as at-risk at the start of the intervention phase. The 
average score for ESL students on the ISF measure in the K-PALS class at the start of the 
intervention period was 54.07, which is clearly in the established range for the winter 
assessment period. At the conclusion of the study, ESL students in the K-PALS group 
earned a mean score of 48.07, which continues to fall within the 'established' range for 
the Middle 2 assessment period. 
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Research Question Three 
The results ofthe third hypothesis "Did the K-PALS Non-ESL make more gains 
than the Control group Non-ESL?" revealed that the K-PALS Non-ESL group showed 
more gains than the Control group Non-ESL participants only in the area ofNWF. 
Therefore, the native English speakers in the K-PALS condition performed better on the 
NWF measure than the native English speakers in the control group, suggesting that the 
K-PALS program may have been a contributing factor in the increased scores ofthe 
English speaking students in the K-PALS condition. 
Research Question Four 
The fourth hypothesis in this study focused on whether or not the early literacy 
skills such as letter identitlcation (DIBLES LNF) of students in the K-PALS group would 
show greater gains than higher level reading skills related to the alphabetic principle such 
as (DIBLES NWF). This finding was not supported from the findings in this study, 
significance t(22) = .164, P =.872. Therefore, the results do not suggest more significant 
growth in LNF over NWF for the K-PALS students. One possible reason for this could 
once again be related to the high scores of students at the statt of the intervention. For 
example, theK-PALS mean score on LNl:i at the start of the intervention was 37.65 with a 
Ll\TF2 score of 53.95 and the NWF score at the sta1t ofthe intelvention was 30.87 with a 
final post-test mean score of 50.83. An examination of these scores indicates that students 
did make gains in LNF (!v! = 16.30, SD = 11.82), suggesting that on average, students 
improved their LNF scores by 16 raw points. For the NWF measure, students also made 
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gains (M = 15.78, SD = 12.86), suggesting that on average, students made gains of 15 raw 
points from the initial testing session to the final testing session. 
The results of the LJ'\fF measure ranged from a low of9 to a high of76, and the 
range of scores for the NWF scores fell within the range of8 to 55. Likewise, the results 
of the LNF2 measure ranged from a low of 40 to a high of 80, and the range of scores for 
the NWF2 scores fell within the range of27 to 77. Therefore the wide range of scores, in 
addition to a number of outliers present in the data may have impacted the levels of 
significance for students in this study. The present data do not support the fact that the K­
PALS program is heavily focused on building phonological and phonemic awareness 
skills as opposed to focusing less heavily on the alphabetic principle or phonics. The 
students in the K-PALS group were being taught actively and reinforced daily in the 
alphabetic principle at the time of the study; this may have also influenced the higher 
NWF2 scores. See Figure 4.] for mean scores for students in K -PALS intervention 
comparing LNF-NWF skills. 
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Figure 4.1 
Mean scores for students in K-PALS intervention comparing early versus later literacy 
skills. 
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Research Question Five 
The fifth research question "Will females in the K-PALS group show greater gains 
than males in the K-PALS condition?" revealed that there were no significant differences 
between the performances of females over males on any of the measures. For the PSF­
DIFF and NWF-DIFF, the female scores were higher than the males but were not 
significantly so. On the LNF-DIFF measures there were very little, if any differences 
(differences of 16.33, for females & 16.28 for males). Finally, the differences between 
ISF-DIFF for males and females suggest that the females showed lowered scores than the 
males, although once again these differences were not significant, suggesting that males 
and females had comparable scores across all four DIBLES measures. These findings 
suggest that both males and females can benefit equally from the K-PALS activities and 
that in general, students do increase scores over time when exposed to peer-assisted 
learning strategies. See figure 4.2 for specific data for areas assessed. 
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Figure 4.2 
Differences among males and females participating in K-PALS intervention on literacy 
measures assessed. 
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Teacher Perceptions 
Finally, the pre-test-posHest analysis of the teacher questionnaire revealed the 
following: The repetition and the use of peer buddies were the most useful aspects of the 
program. K-PALS was well-liked and was considered to be an enjoyable learning activity 
for students, as indicated both by teacher perception and by student responses throughout 
the intervention project. The students eagerly pal1icipated in the activities, particularly 
appearing to enjoy playing the role of the "coach." In response to whether or not the 
program is time-effective, the teacher indicated that at this time in the school year, the 
program was not the most effective use of her instructional time for her students, based 
on their current skill levels. 
The teacher was also asked, "What aspects do you think work for ESL students 
and which ones do you think will not work for this population?" The teacher's pre- and 
post-test responses indicated that the buddy learning would be beneficial for ESL 
students because they can get the repetition and can use language with their peers. The 
post-test response indicated additional anecdotal data that many of the ESL students 
knew neither the basic pictures nor the vocabulary that was given. Many needed 
assistance with this; therefore, this is an area that will need to be addressed in future 
studies. The teacher hoped that her lowest-level achieving students would benefit from 
the activities. She also felt that both ESL and regular education students would benefit 
from it. When asked at the conclusion of the intervention, she indicated that the lower 
functioning students in the class and the ESL students derived the greatest benefits from 
the program. The higher level students, however, needed to be challenged and this was 
not challenging enough for them. Regarding time preparation for the program, the teacher 
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did not feel it would take up too much extra time; monitoting the students during the 
buddy activities would be the hardest only because of time restraints; however, the rest of 
it appeared pretty easy to follow, especially because it was scripted. Her post-test 
response suggested that there was no additional preparation time needed for the 
additional intervention time tor students because this was conducted by the principal 
researcher and a Master's level research assistant. Regarding the teacher perception 
about the overall effectiveness of this program, the teacher did not feel that the program 
met the educational needs of the students in her class at this point in the school year. The 
program would have proved more effective had it been implemented at the start of the 
school year. Overall, the teacher believes that this would be an effective program for the 
lower functioning students were it presented early in the academic year. 
Limitations 
There were numerous limitations to the present study; these potentially impacted 
the results of the study. The present study utilized a quasi-experimental research design 
(Kazdin, 2003). Inherent within this methodology are some common sources of potential 
threat. The most significant threat is the lack of control of extraneous variables which are 
controlled for in true experiments (Coolican, 1992). Some of the extraneous variables that 
were not controlled for were the use of student teachers, multiple raters for pre-test and 
post-test assessments, interventions/supplemental programming, varied teacher 
instructional practices in the area of literacy development and student exposure to 
additional supports while in the home, Given the fact that students had more than one 
assessor, the results could reflect variance because of differing testing methods, 
personality differences, and lack of tamiliarity with students. 
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Another significant factor which was not controlled for was the training and 
experience of the educators who were in the study. The educators in the present study 
varied greatly with regard to general teaching experience. There was a range of 30 years 
difference between the length of experience that Teacher A (Control Group) had and the 
length of experience that Teacher B (K-PAL)) had. Both teachers, however, appear to 
have a strong commitment to working with ELL students and both show a commitment to 
literacy development, as evidenced by their additional training in early literacy 
development This difference in skill level, experience and training with regard to 
instructing students in the necessary literacy skills was evident both in pre-test and in 
post-test scores. Teacher A had students who scored higher across all measures tested 
than students in the intervention condition. The difference between the two educators was 
significant and likely played a role in impacting the results ofthis study. These 
limitations therefore limit the generalizability of this study. 
Some additional limitations of this study is lack of randomization of subjects into 
treatment conditions and a limited population sampling (N = 48). Also, the archival data 
that was used the collected data was limited to data utilized by the district. Therefore, 
additional data relative to parent educational levels was not included. 
Although the principal researcher for the district was able to conduct three 
treatment fidelity checks throughout the intervention, more fi'equent fidelity checks 
would have been beneficial. Research supports the need for ensuring that interventions 
are monitored and closely followed to ensure the fact that they are followed as the 
developers intended (Kazdin, 2003). Therefore, an additional limitation to this study is 
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the fact that there were limited opportunities for monitoring the fidelity of the 
intervention. 
Maturation was not a limitation because the time period was condensed. Neither 
was attrition considered a factor in this study because only one student failed to complete 
the study. 
Implications and Future Directions 
One of the findings of this study was the fact that treatment integrity is important. 
Field-based researchers must work to ensure that the program is implemented as it 
intended by the developers of the program. In this case, the K-P ALS program was 
intended to serve as a supplemental intervention program for students who are considered 
at risk for reading failure. In the present study, based on obtaining a sample of 
convenience, students were beyond the skills presented within the program. Therefore the 
most effective use of the program is a time when students are in greatest need of it and 
can gain the greatest benefit from the skills reinforced in the program. Similarly, all 
students were exposed to all 60 lessons despite their current levels of skill. This may have 
led to some students receiving unnecessary drill and repetition in lower level skills and 
insufficient time allocated for acquiring higher level skills to further their own 
development. Students, therefore, were not receiving practice at their optimal zone of 
proximal development (ZPD). Vygotsky's ZPD suggest that students should work at a 
level that is neither too easy nor too difficult for the student. Practice therefore should 
provide students with appropriate levels of challenging material in order to achieve to 
their fullest potential (Berk & Winsler, 1995). This factor served as a major impediment 
fbr the teacher who implemented the K-P ALS curriculum. Based on the fact that a 
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majority of the intervention students had already reached DIBELS benchmarks at the 
start of the intervention, these same students were asked to practice and test repeatedly on 
items that they had already mastered. This may have led to boredom or frustration for 
some students and/or for the instructor. 
Future research with the K-P ALS might wish to include more teacher SUppOlt to 
monitor the student implementation when providing corrective feedback to one another. 
In addition, feedback provided by the instructor responsible for implementing the 
program provided recommendations which can guide future field- based researchers with 
the K-P ALS supplemental intervention. 
Several reasons could be suggested for the limited effectiveness of this study. 
First the results of this study are limited to one classroom. Second, across both 
conditions, there were high numbers of students who were considered to be at benchmark 
levels at the start of the intervention, thereby limiting the amount of growth that could 
occur throughout the 12 week period. Third, both educators have additional, advanced 
level training in early literacy, which likely contributed to the higher scores for both the 
ELL student population, and the native English speaking student population. Likewise, 
both teachers had student teachers who provided additional literacy support which was 
not initially accounted for as a confounding variable. Fourth, there were a number of 
additional considerations when evaluating student scores. Students may have low scores 
because of differences in response time. For example, although student A may be able to 
complete the task successfully in 80 seconds, the time he or she took to complete this task 
earned a lower score. Therefore, the ISF scoring is considered extremely sensitive to 
response time (Hall, 2006). Students may also fluctuate in regard to accuracy rates. 
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Additional analysis of the student data was not included; however, future studies could 
include recording student response patterns (patterns of consistency, patterns in missing 
certain types ofletters or letter sounds, haphazard responses, etc.). This additional 
analysis can further guide educators in targeting specific student needs. Finally, because 
this field- based research project began in January the educational programming for 
students (district scope and sequence for reading) did not align itself well with the 
supplemental programming of the K-PALS intervention. Therefore the students were no 
longer being taught these skills and no fUlther progress monitoring of these skills was 
occurring during the intelvention period. It is likely then that students had moved on to 
additional reading skills which were not the primary focus of the K-PALS program. This 
factor therefore likely played a role in lowered skills at post-testing. 
Summary and Conclusions 
There continues to be a great need for interventions that target ELL students, who 
have a myriad of issues which need to be addressed via action-oriented, field- based 
research and best practice guidelines. In addition, there is more teacher training needed in 
the area of working with and understanding the needs ofELL students. The results of 
this study show that students in the K-PALS group were able to show steady gains in 
scores across all measures, with the exception ofInitial Sound Fluency. These findings 
suggest that the K-PALS program may serve as one method for decreasing the literacy 
gap between ESL and native English speaking peers. It is imperative that educators begin 
to look at the issues of lagging literacy skills in ESL students as early as possible. Often 
there is a tendency for educators to delay addressing the possibility ofESL students 
having true difficulties in early literacy skills until much later in the students' schooling 
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(Limbos & Geva, 2001), Research supports the need for explicit and intensive 
instruction aimed at increasing the literacy skills of both ofESL and ofNon-ESL student 
populations (Foorman & Torgesen, 2001),Continued work in the area of developing 
student proficiency across measures ofearly literacy skills should remain a goal for each 
of the students in the present study, Despite the fact that many of the K-PALS and Control 
group students have become established in the early literacy skills utilized in this study, 
the work must not end. Students need to continue developing their understanding ofthe 
alphabetic principle and work on building their decoding skills in order to become 
effective and fluent readers in later grades. Students in this study may also benefit from 
the First and Second grade PALS programming to assist them in maintaining the gains 
they have acquired in their Kindergarten year of schooling. Through consistent 
supplemental programming that is targeted to meet their specific developmentailleeds, 
these ESL students can break the negative cycle of reading failure seen in so many of 
their non-native speaking counterpatts. Thus by continuing to provide supplemental 
instruction geared at increasing ESL student success in the areas of reading, the district 
can continue the positive trajectory of increasing student achievement. 
Future studies should also include longitudinal data on students, data on parental 
educational levels and length oftime in the United States in order to be able to assess the 
long term effects of the K-PALS program. In addition, future work in this area should 
include the same participants who received the K-PALS intervention program and involve 
the use of the First grade PALS program, In providing students with consistent 
supplemental programming that is research-based and has been shown to be efficacious 
for this student population, students will be less likely to fall into the at-risk range for 
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reading failure. Thus by allowing students to participate in two years of peer assisted 
learning activities, students will gain more self-confidence and will receive the additional 
practice and corrective feedback which is often missing in regular education instructional 
settings. 
These future studies, therefore, can expand the range of literacy skills that 
students are exposed to over a longer period oftime, by incorporating the use of 1st and 
2nd grade PALS following the K-PALS intervention. Replication of this study might wish 
to include, when possible, stronger experimental methodology including factors such as 
increasing sample size, using randomization of subjects and teachers, controlling for 
extraneous variables. In addition, future research may wish to include more dependent 
variables to assess student development at higher levels of achievement. 
The results of this study should be viewed cautiously not only because this is one 
class within a large district, but also because the study had numerous limitations. 
Although the results of this study do not suggest strong findings in support of the K-PALS 
programming, it does allow investigators to begin to understand the areas which must be 
addressed for future studies geared at this diverse population. This intervention focused 
solely on early literacy skills and did not address the significant need for the vocabulary 
development of the students nor did it emphasize overall comprehension skills. Although 
the effects of the K-PALS intervention should continue to be researched fmther under a 
variety of conditions, it should be noted that the current project is one attempt to begin to 
address the needs of this growing population. It is through studies such as this present one 
that changes will begin to happen for the ESL population. These data are limited because 
of the small number of students and skills assessed; however, they provide important data 
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to provide further research to assist ELL students to continue increasing their levels of 
achievement. 
The fhture must be now. Our students cannot afford to wait any longer. Educators 
must begin to identify methods and strategies which can capture the attention of the ELL 
student population. The present study has been successful in identifying one such 
program that can promote student learning of early literacy skills. 
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